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LONDON, JUNE 30, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


A MEETING OF JuDGRs is appointed to take place on Saturday, the 
30th inst., for the purpose of discussing (inter alia) certain ques- 
tions in connection with the circuits. 





Ir 1s UNDERSTOOD that the judges of the Court of Appeal have 
declined to entertain proposals that some of them should again sit 
as a Divisional Court of the Queen’s Bench Division. 





Ir mAY BE UsEFuL to remind our readers that the new stamp 
duties on statements of capital of limited liability companies, 
mortgages of stock, &c., mortgages by deposit, and foreign or 
colonial share certificates, &c., will come into operation on the 1st 
of July next. The amount and nature of the new duties will be 
found explained in the memorandum of the Board of Inland 
Revenue, ante, p. 471. 





Ix consunction with the limited number of chancery appeals 
this sittings the rapid disposal of the greater portion of those 
which were ready has enabled Court of Appeal No. II. te realize 
the anticipations recently entertained that this division would hear 
Queen’s Bench appeals. On Tuesday last it was notified that, as 
soon as the appeals then in the paper of Court of Appeal No. II. 
were disposed of, Queen’s Bench interlocutory a ppeale, except new 
trial cases and cases relating to prohibition, a ie be taken in that 
court until further notice. 





' Tue roti Court of Appeal are going to sit in Appeal Court 
No. I. on Tuesday next to hear the case of Broad v. Perkins 
argued. The question to be decided is whether there is a dis- 
cretion to refuse a writ of prohibition to an inferior court after 
judgment. The Divisional Court had refused the prohibition, 
holding that they had a discretion in the matter after judgment. 
Upon this question there has been a considerable didleronce of 
judicial opinion. The Court of Appeal, consisting of the Master of 
the Rolls and Lords Justices Linpiey and Bowen, on the 15th of 
May last, held that the Mayor’s Court had no jurisdiction to try 
the case, but reserved the question of discretion for argument 
before the full court. 





In severat casts lately before Court of Appeal No. 1, the court 
have complained that, when they have asked for a note of the 
judge’s summing-up to the jury, or of the judgment in the 
Divisional Court, no such note has been forthcoming. Under these 
circumstances the court do not know the mode in which the 
case bus been left to the jury or the grounds of the judgment in 
the Divisional Court. It has always been considered that it is the 
duty of the junior counsel in the case to take a note of the 
summing-up and of the judgment for use hereafter where a short- 
hand note is not taken, and this seems to have been the opinion of 
the Court of Appeal. The truth seems to be that counsel rely now 
too much upon shorthand notes. 


738 | Conveyancing Act, 1881, become vested in the 


Ir 1s unpErstoop that the case of Re Mills’ Trusts (ante, p. 
128), on which we commented (ante, p. 120), is to be taken to the 
Court of Appeal. Our readers will no doubt remember that this 
was the case in which Mr. Justice Nontm held that section 45 of 
the Copyhold Act, 1887, had the effect of divesting a trust estate 
in copyholds which had already, by virtue of section 30 of the 


re- 
sentative of a deceased sole surviving trustee, that 7 
sentative had meanwhile dealt with the estate. No order 
been drawn up on the petition in Re Mills’ Trusts, and the 
petition was placed in the paper for rehearing on Saturday last. 
Mr. Justice Nort adhered to the opinion which he had previously 


786 | expressed, saying that the parties had better go to the Court of 
3 


Appeal. 





We wnoricep a short time ago (ante, p. 451) the decision of Mr. 
Justice Cave in Ex parte Kennedy, Re Willis (ante, p. 474), by 
which attornment clauses in mortgage deeds were held to be within 
section 6 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, in virtue of the power of 
distress incident to them by law. We drew attention to the con- 
flict between this decision and that in Hall v. Oomfort (35 W. R. 
48, 18 Q. B. D. 11), where Mamtsry, J., held that the section only 
applied when the power was specifically given by the instrument, 
and Lord Cotzriner, C.J., did not see why all leases would not be 
dragged in if ordinary attornment clauses were within the section. 
In this conflict of opinion it is fortunate that the matter has gone 
to the Court of Appeal, whose decision has been given this week. 
As we pointed out at the time, there is no difficulty in distinguish- 
ing between leases and attornment clauses, and this was done by 
Liyotey, L.J., on the ground that the latter are given as a security 
for money. Upon the more substantial question the court sided 
with Cave, J., and held that attornment clauses, to which a power 
of distress is incident by law, as well as instraments by which an 
express power is given, are equally bills of sale within the Act, 
provided they are given as security for money lent. With regard 
to the proviso at the end of section 6, exempting from its operation 
a mortgagee who, being in possession, has let to the mortgagor as 
his tenant, at a fair and reasonable rent, the court also upheld Mr. 
Justice Cave’s decision. By him it had been held that the mere 
attornment did not put the mortgagee in possession, hut that there 
must be first an actual possession by the mortgagee under his mort- 
gage deed, and then a subsequent demise to the mortgagor. The 
same view was taken by the Court of Appeal. The judgment, 
however, was really that of Linptey and Lorgs, L.JJ., only, as the 
Master of the Rolls expressed great doubt, though without actually 
dissenting, and leave was given to appeal to the House of Lords. 





Wirnovr venturixe to call in question the discretion of Mr. 
Justice Kexewrcn to decide as he didin Re Carr, Carr v. Carr 
(36 W. R. 688), that it is not desirable as a general rule to order 
income of a fund in court to be paid to trustees, ‘‘or either of 
them,” it may be desirable to point out the inconvenience to 
which this decision may give rise. The learned judge treats the 
matter as if such orders had only been made in exceptional cases. 
Seton on Decrees (p. 88) was quoted as giving a form directing 
income to be paid to trustees, “‘ or either of them.”’ It may well be 
that this form is only given as suitable for use in exceptional cases, 
but the present edition of Vol. I. of Seton was published in 1877, 
and the experience of those who practise in the Chancery Division 
is that since that date a practice has grown up, which has in effect 
become established, that capital money is never to be paid out of 
court to any less number than ail the trustees who are entitled to 
it; and, on the other hand, that income may always, unless in 
very special cases, be paid to trustees, ‘‘or either of them,” or 
“to any two or more of them.” And the convenience of this 
course is obvious. It allows one trustee to do at his leisure that 
which would be difficult of performance when it should depend 
upon a meeting being secured of two, three, or more trustees. It 
obviates the necessity for disappointing beneficiaries of the receipt 
of their income which must arise in the event of illness of one of 
the trustees, or of his absence abroad. It is, however, true that 
the need for directing payment of income to one of two trustees 





| is not so urgent now as it was ten years ago, as the facilities for 
35 
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sending chancery dividends by post have since come into force, but 
in the limited number of cases in which the parties desire payment 
to be made in this way the alteration introduced by Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu will cause dissatisfaction. 





We mentioned last week some of the provisions of the Lord 
Chancellor’s Bill to amend the Companies Act, 1862. There seems 
to be an odd blunder in clause 2, which provides that a company 
shall not obtain complete registration unless it appears (sub-clause 
3) that ‘the total number of shares held by the directors of the 
company is not less than one-fifth of the total number of the shares 
applied for.” Most people know of recent instances in which the 
number of shares applied for has been greatly in excess of the 
nominal capital. The meaning must surely be shares ‘‘ allotted.” 
Clause 7 of the Bill, to which we did not refer last week, seems 
to be a useful provision. It prescribes the particulars which are 
to be disclosed in every prospectus, and provides that it shall be 
the duty of every person who issues or is a party to the issue of 
any prospectus to see that the prospectus discloses truly with 
respect to 

(a) the property acquired or to be acquired by the com- 
pany ; (4) the consideration paid or to be paid for such 
property ; (c) the mode in which that consideration or 
any part thereof has been or is to be applied; and (d@) any 
arrangement by which any promoter of the company or 
any person on behalf of or by the aid or connivance of 
any promoter of the company derives any benefit from 
any purchase or other money payable by the company or 
from the issue of any shares or debentures of the com- 
pany, 

such particulars as are within his knowledge and are material to 
be made known to a person invited to take shares or debentures in 
order to enable him to form a judgment as to the expediency of so 
doing. If any person makes default in the performance of this duty 
he is to be liable to make compensation for any loss or damage 
sustained by reason of such default, and, in addition, is to be guilty 
of a misdemeanour. This seems to be a rather strong penalty, but 
it is limited to cases where the default is ‘‘ knowingly and 
wilfully ”’ committed. Clause 8 of the Bill provides for the filing 
of every prospectus with the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies ; 
thus remedying the curious omission in the Act of 1867, which, 
while it required a company to disclose in its prospectus particulars 
of every contract, forgot to provide that the prospectus should be 
filed. 





Mr. Justice Kay’s decision in Re Jupp, Jupp v. Buckwell 
(ante, p. 541), strikes another blow at the impression, which has 
very generally prevailed since the passing of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, that the doctrine of conjugal unity has 
become a thing of the past. ‘‘ adem caro vir et uxor” wasa 
maxim of the feudal law, and one conclusion to be derived from 
that maxim is thus stated by Lirrteron (Co. Lit. 187 (a) ): “Ifa 
joint estate be made of land to a husband and wife and to a third 
person, in this case the husband and wife have in law in their 
right but the moiety. And the cause is, for that the husband and 
wife are but one person in law, and are in like case as if an estate 
be made to two joint tenants, where the one hath by force of the 
jointure the one moiety in law, and the other, the other moiety.” 
The same reasoning applied if a tenancy in common be created 
instead of a joint estate, or if personalty be the subject of the gift 
and not realty: Warrington v. Warrington (2 Hare, 54), Re 
Wylde (2 De G. M. & G 724). That, until the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, came in force, this was the settled law of 
England there can be no doubt. It was so stated quite recently 
by the Court of Appeal in Re March (32 W. R. 941, 27 Ch. D. 
166), and by the Privy Council in Dias v. De Livera (5 App. Cas., 
at p. 135). Still this doctrine of the unity of husband and wife 
has not always entirely commended itself to judges; and very 
slight indications of a contrary intention, such as the insertion 
or omission of the word “and,” have several times been 
seized upon as an excuse for holding that the husband and 
wife took separate shares. Examples of this are to be found in 
Warrington v. Warrington (2 Hare, 54), Paine v. Wagner (12 Sim. 


state of judicial opinion, it might have been expected that the Act 
of 1882, which enables a married woman to acquire and hold prop- 
erty as a feme sole, would have been considered as finally doing 
away with the injustice which was generally felt to be caused by 
the application of the doctrine above stated. This was the view of 
the Act taken by Mr. Justice Carrry in Re March (31 W. R. 885, 
24 Ch. D. 222). The Court of Appeal reversed his decision upon 
the ground that, the will having been made before the Act came 
into operation and the rule being only one of construction, the will 
must be construed according to the old rule, with reference to which 
it must be presumed to have been made. The question whether 
the rule had been altered by the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, was carefully left undecided,-Corron, L.J., merely saying that 
he did not think the Act was intended to alter any rights except those 
of the husband and wife inter se (832 W. R. 941, 27 Ch. D. 166). 
The point left undecided by the Court of Appeal has now been 
decided by Mr. Justice Kay in accordance with the old rule of law. 
He held that under a gift by will made after the Ist of January, 
1883, to a husband and wife and a third person, the husband and 
wife are only entitled to a moiety, each of them taking a fourth, 
the wife’s share, of course, to be held by her as her separate prop- 
erty. We do not propose at present to discuss the question 
whether this is the correct way of reading the Act, but it may be 
worth while to point out that the current of the more recent 
decisions is in favour of the view that the status of a married 
woman has not been so materially altered by the Act as was 
commonly supposed. For instance, the power given to her to 
enter into contracts in no way alters her status, except so far as 
concerns her separate property: McGregor v. McGregor (36 
W. R. 470, 20 Q. B. D. 529), Palliser v. Gurney (35 W. R. 760, 
19 Q. B. D. 519); the power of disposing by will of her property 
as her separate property as if she were a feme sole does not apply 
to property, not in fact separate property, but come to her when 
actually a feme sole, after her husband’s death: Re Price (28 Ch. 
D. 709) ; the power given to her to sue does not authorize her to 
sue on behalf of another as a guardian ad litem, but is only a 
limited power: Re Duke of Somerset (35 W. R. 273, 34 Ch. D. 
465); and, finally, in Wennhak v. Morgan (36 W. R. 697, 20 
Q. B. D. 635), it has been held that there can be no publication of 
a libel between husband and wife, upon the broad ground that 
they are still, in the eye of the law, one person. In fact, the 
general result of all the cases seems to shew that the Act was 
intended to apply, and does apply, only to dealings by a married 
woman with her separate estate as defined by it, and in no way 
alters her position apart from questions which concern her separate 


property. 





WE report elsewhere a case of Ashby vy. Jenner, which has been 
decided by Mr. Baron Huppteston, upon the question of the implied 
obligation incurred by a purchaser of an equity of redemption to 
indemnify his vendor against the mortgage. The custom to take 
an express covenant in the conveyance is so universal that there is 
little authority on the subject. There is, however, a dictum of 
Lord Eldon’s in Waring vy. Ward (7 Ves. 336) to the effect that, 
if the purchaser ‘‘ enters into no obligation with the party from 
whom he purchases, neither by bond nor covenant of indemnity to 
save him harmless from the mortgage, yet this court, if he receives 
possession and has the profits, would, independent of contract, 
raise upon his conscience an obligation to indemnify the vendor 
against the personal obligation to pay the money due upon the 
vendor’s transaction of mortgage ; for, being become owner of the 
estate, he must be supposed to intend to indemnify the vendor 
against the mortgage.” The case in question was somewhat com- 
plicated by there being first a sale by the mortgagor, and then a 
contract of re-purchase by him.. This however was completed by 
conveyance to a sub-purchaser, who gave an express covenant of 
indemnity to the vendor. It was held by Huppreston, B., that the 
matter was settled by the contract, that by this the mortgagor be- 
came once more in equity the owner, and was therefore liable to 
indemnify his vendor. Perhaps it was not sufficiently observed 
that such an implied covenant can hardly operate till the time of 
completion, and that then the vendor took as his protection an ex- 
press covenant from the sub-purchaser. At the same time the 
dictum above quoted is reasonable enough to merit a liberal 





184), and Marchant v. Cragg (81 Beay. 398). Such being the 








interpretation. 
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THE LIABILITY OF THE SETTLED ESTATE OF 
MARRIED WOMEN IN BANKRUPTCY. 


Tue litigation in Re Armstrong, which commenced before Judge 
Stonor in the County Court at Brentford, has now passed upon twe 
points through the Divisional Court to the Court of Appeal, and it 
has had animportant effectin deciding the liability of a married woman 
to lose in bankruptcy estate settled to her separate use. The settle- 
ment in the case was executed before marriage, and by it freehold 
property was vested in a trustee upon trust to pay the rents to the 
wife for life for her separate use, but without any restraint on 
anticipation, and after her decease upon trust for such persons as 
she should by deed or will appoint, and in default of appointment 
then upon trust for a child of a former marriage and the children 
of the present one. Upon this, when the wife subsequently became 
bankrupt, two questions arose; first, whether her life interest 
passed to the trustee, and, secondly, whether the reversion which 
was thus subject to her general power of appointment passed to 
him. The second of these points was decided against the trustee 
by Judge Stonor upon very good grounds. These seem to have 
been overlooked by the Divisional Court which reversed his judgment 
(17 Q. B. D. 167), but they were decisive with the Court of 
Appeal, which restored it (34 W. R. ag 

The liability of a married woman to kruptcy is created by 
section 1, sub-section 5, of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882. By this it is enacted that “ every married woman carrying 
on a trade separately from her husband, shall, in respect of her 
separate property, be subject to the bankruptcy laws in the same 
way as if she were a feme sole.”” The liability being thus limited to 
separate property, the only question was whether a general power 
of appointment, such as that contained in the settlement, could be 
included in these terms. That a power, although general, is 
in law different from property there can be no doubt, and 
where it is intended that it shall be for practical purposes treated 
as property, this is specially provided for by statute. Thus, under 
the Wills Act, a general devise passes the benefit under such a 
power, and, what is still more to the point, the Bankruptcy Act of 
1883 is carefully worded so as to make powers liable, like property, 
to pass to the trustee. Thus it is provided by section 44 that the 
bankrupt’s property divisible among his creditors shall include the 
capacity to exercise, and to take proceedings for exercising, all 
such powers over property as might have been exercised by the 
bankrupt for his own benefit at the commencement of his bank- 
ruptey or before his discharge. There is no reason, however, for 
reading this clause into the Married Women’s Property Act. This 
does not incorporate the Bankruptcy Act, but merely creates in 
the married woman a liability to bankruptcy in respect of her 
separate estate, and of her separate estate as such, and apart from 
any special legislative enactment a general power of appointment 
forms no part of such estate. This argument, of course, may 
appear somewhat technical, and may seem to conflict with the 
broad principles upon which the Married Women’s Property Act 
may be thought to be based ; but there can be little doubt as to its 
soundness, and when the courts have to decide upon the con- 
struction of new liabilities it is well to adhere closely to the actual 
enactment. 

But if this is to be done in one case it must be done in another 
also, and while the second of the two points above mentioned was 
decided in favour of the married woman, the first, upon an equally 
literal reading of the Act, was decided against her. The life estate 
which she took under the settlement was of course her separate 
property, and as such liable, under section 1, in her bankruptcy. 
It has to be considered, then, whether this liability is altered by 
section 19. This section, so far as it is material, runs as follows :— 
“ Nothing in this Act contained shall interfere with or affect any 
settlement, or agreement for a settlement, made, or to be made, 
whether before or after marriage, respecting the property of any 
married woman, or shall interfere with or render inoperative any 
restriction against anticipation at present attached, or to be here- 
after attached, to the enjoyment of any property or income by a 
woman under any settlement, agreement for a settlement, will, or 
other instrument.” This enactment has not been altogether a 
happy one for married women; and it has had a curious effect in 
subjecting property, which by the Act is secured to the wife 
separately, to the provisions of a settlement which was made under 
a different state of the law (ante, p. 38). Moreover, it is by no 


means clear that a husband capnot even now make a settlement of 
which the effect is to bind his wife’s property, although under the 
old law it was meant merely to protect it from him. This was the 
point put by Chitty, J., in Re Queade’s Trusts (33 W. R. 817), 
and in dealing with it in Haneock v. Hancock (34 W. R. 417, 38 
Ch. D. 78) Cotton, L.J., thought that the Act must be followed, 
whatever the consequences might be. In the present case the 
consequences may possibly be regretted, but they do not lead to 
any manifest absurdity, and (in spite of the protest of the Master 
of the Rolls) there seems to be no reason for not allowing them. 
When Re Armstrong was before Judge Stonor he entered into a 
very elaborate discussion of the different clauses of section 19, coming 
to the conclusion that the firat was the only one applicable. Could 
it be said, then, that the provision of the Act which made the prop- 
erty liable to forfeiture on bankruptcy interfered with or affected the 
settlement within the meaning of section 19? Judge Stonor thought 
that it did, the result of the provision being that the property 
would go to the trustee instead of to the married woman. This view 
was adopted by the Master of the Rolls, who found it difficult to 
conceive a more complete interference with the settlement than 
this would be. To deny this, he said, was to take a point too fine 
for the affairs of real life. Probably this maxim, if generally 
adopted, would render many of the ordinary arguments of the bar 
futile. We ventured, when commenting upon Judge Stonor’s decision 
(ante, p. 236), to suggest a view which seemed to us more correc 
and which has now been adopted by the majority in the Court o 
Appeal, upholding the decision of the Divisional Court. There is, 
indeed, no real alteration of the destination of the property under 
the settlement. The creditors, we pointed out, only stand in the place 
of the bankrupt, and what they take they only take through her. 
Lord Justice Lindley was following out the same idea when he said 
that the trustee was claiming under the settlement, not against it. 
Moreover, he was claiming by virtue of an alienation by the married 
woman herself—an involuntary alienation, indeed, and one only pos- 
sible by virtue of the Act; but nevertheless the possibility thus 
created by the Act did not affect the settlement under section 19, 
but only conferred an additional quality upon the property which 
the married woman took under that settlement. Indeed, if it 
were impossible for the Act to affect an estate taken under the 
settlement, as opposed to affecting the settlement itself, then there 
would be no need for the provision of the 2nd clause of section 19, 
which makes it possible still to impose a restraint upon 
anticipation which shall not be interfered with by the Act. 
As we further pointed out, it may, as a matter of public 
policy, be wise to allow a woman to set aside property 
upon which she may rely in case of bankruptcy, and the 
Master of the Rolls was really acting upon the desirability of 
this in the construction he gave to the Act. But, as we said above, 
the tendency to construe it quite literally which has been shewn by 
all the judges except Chitty, J. (in Re Queade’s Trusts, supra), 
if adopted at all, must be adopted universally. It was perhaps 
impossible to forseee at the time the somewhat opposite effects 
which the provisions of the Act would have, but the recent cases 
will be a useful guide to a more careful treatment of the position of 
married women in relation to settlements when an opportunity for 
further legislation arises. Meanwhile it must be remembered that 
the point with which we have been dealing only arises where the 
settlement contains no restraint on anticipation, and there is thus 
an additional reason for continuing to insert this. 








THE COUNTY COURTS CONSOLIDATION AND 
AMENDMENT BILL. 
II. 


The amendments in Part IV. (Procedure and Trial) must next 
be considered. 

Clause 82, which requires notice of special defences therein 
specified to be given to the plaintiff, in its amended form, makes 
its provisions in this respect ‘‘ subject to the power of amendment 
conferred by this Act.” 

The 83rd clause enables affidavits for use in a county court to be 
sworn before (in addition to the other persons therein specified) the 
“clerk to the registrar nominated by a judge for that a gt 

To the 86th clause, which with the subject of default 





summonses, the following prefatory words have been added :— 
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“‘eubject to any rules and orders under this Act.” In other 
respects this clause has not been amended, 

The 92nd clause, which indicates what is to be done where a 
defendant sy and admits the claim, in its amended form 
contains the following additional provisions—namely, ‘‘ Subject to 
rules and orders under this Act, aregistrar may, on the application 
of the parties and by leave of the judge, hear and determine any 
disputed claim where the sum claimed or amount involved does not 
exceed two pounds. The judge may, after deciding or reserving any 
question of liability, refer to the registrar any new matter of 
account which is in dispute between the parties, and, after deciding 
the question of liability, may give judgment on the registrar's 
report. 

Clause 116 regulates the important question of what costs shall 
be recoverable in any action brought in the High Court which 
could have been commenced in the county courts. This clause is, 
to all intents and purposes, a new clause. So far as actions of 
contract are concerned, it disentitles a plaintiff who recovers less 
than £20 to any costs at all, and if he recovers less than £50 to 
anything but county court costs: provided that, if, in any action 
founded on contract, the plaintiff shall, within twenty-one days 
after the service of the writ, or within such further time as may 
be ordered by the court or a judge thereof, obtain an order under 
[order] 14 of the rules of the Supreme Court empowering him to 
enter judgment for a sum of £20 or upwards, he shall be entitled 
to costs according to the scale for the time being in use in the 
Supreme Court. In regard to actions of ‘ort, it is provided that a 
plaintiff who shall recover less than £10 shall not be entitled to 
any costs; while, if he recovers over £10, but less than £20, he 
is given county court costs only. However, in any action, whether 
of contract or tort, the above-mentioned restrictions as to costs 
will not apply where a judge of the High Court certifies that 
there was sufficient reason for bringing the action in that court, or 
if the High Court, or a judge thereof, shall by order allow costs. 

With regard to actions brought in any other court than the 
High Court which could have been brought in a county court, 
clause 117, as amended, provides that the plaintiff shall only 
recover county court costs, and omits altogether the words, ‘‘ unless 
the judge shall certify that the action was a fit one to be brought in 
such other court,” which the clause originally contained. 

The amendments in Part V. (Appeals, &c.) now claim attention. 

Clause 120, which deals with the right and mode of appeal, as 
amended, gives a right of appeal from the determination or direc- 
tion of the judge in point of Jaw ‘or equity” to the party 
aggrieved by the judgment, direction, decision, or order of the 
judge. The words in italics are new, but do not, it is believed, 
practically extend the right of appeal, though they render the 
meaning of the section clearer than it-was before. The proviso 
contained in this clause prohibiting appeals when less than £20 is 
claimed, with certain specified exceptions, now includes amongst 
such exceptions the action of ejectment. 

Clause 121 of the amended Bill is quite new. That is to 
say, it was not contained in the original Bill, though its 
provisions are very similar to those expressed in section 6 
of the County Courts Act, 1875. It deals with pro- 
cedure on appeals, and is as follows:—‘‘ Jn any action or matter 
tn which there is a right of appeal, and the judge has, at the request 
of either party, made a note of any question of law raised at such 
trial or hearing, and of the facts in evidence in relation thereto, 
and of his decision thereon, and of his decision of the action or 
matter, he shall, at the expense of any person or persons being party 
or parties in any such action or matter, furnish a copy of the note 
so taken at the said trial or hearing, or allow a copy to be taken of 
the same, by or on behalf of such person or persons, and he shall 
sign such copy, whether a notice of motion in the matter of the said 
appeal has been served or not, and the copy so signed shall be used 
and received at the hearing of such appeal.” 

Clause 122 of the amended Bill, which corresponds with clause 
121 of the Bill as originally drawn, provides that, on the hearing 
of an appeal, the High Court may order judgment to be entered for 
“any” party, the word “‘any” being substituted for “either,” 
while clause 123 takes away the right of appeal where “both” 
parties, not ‘‘ the” parties, shall agree not to appeal. 

Clause 128 of the amended Bill, like clause 127 of the original 
Bill, provides that applications for prohibitions shall be finally 





vision, namely :—‘‘ Upon any such application the judge of the 
court shall not be served with notice thereof, and shall not, except 
by the order of a judge of the High Court, be = to appear 
or be heard thereon, and shall not, except by such order, be liable 
to any order for the payment of the costs thereof; but the applica- 
tion shall be proceeded with and heard in the same manner in all 
respects as any case of an — duly brought from a decision of 
a judge; and notice thereof shall be given to or served upon the 
same parties as in any case of an order made or refused by a 
judge in a matter within his jurisdiction, as the case may be.” This 
provision was much needed. Hitherto it has always been a 
matter of discretion for the county court judge whether he should 
intervene in cases of prohibition (Pitt-Lewis’ County Court 
Practice, 3rd ed., vol. 1, p. 160). The right of a judge to appear 
in euch cases is sanctioned by authority (Combe v. De la Bere, 31 
W. R. 24, 22 Ch. D. 348), but a difference of opinion exists as to 
whether, when successful, he is entitled to his costs (Combe v. 
De la Bere, ubi supra; Reg. v. Stonor, 50 L. T. 99), though the 
better opinion is decidedly in favour of the judge’s right to costs 
under such circumstances (Pitt-Lewis’s County Court Practice, 
8rd ed., vol. 1, p. 167, note (z)). In future, should the amended 
Bill pass, prohibitions will, so far as the county court judges are 
concerned, be in the same category as appeals, and the county 
court judge himself will in no case be obliged to appear or be 
heard, except by the order of a judge of the High Court. 

Subject to verbal alterations of no real importance in clauses 
129 and 132, there are no further amendments in Part V. 

In Part IV. (Replevin; Recovery of Tenements) the only 
amendments are in clauses 133 and 138. The former now pro- 
vides, with respect to actions of replevin, that, ‘‘in every such 
action the plaint shall be entered in the court of the district where 
the goods were seized.” Though these words were not inserted in 
the original clause on the subject, they do not really alter the 
existing procedure. Forthe County Courts Act, 1846, enacts that, 
in every action of replevin ‘‘ the plaint shall be entered in the court 
holden under this Act for the district wherein the distress was 
taken” (9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 120). The latter of the two clauses 
above mentioned (clause 138) gives the county courts jurisdiction 
over actions for the recovery of small tenements where the term has 
expired or been determined “dy notice to quit.” At present, to 
give the county courts juriediction, the term must have been 
determined by ‘‘a /egal notice to quit,’ which, according to a 
recent decision, must be taken to mean the notice to quit required 
by law, and not one depending on the express stipulation of the 
parties: Friend v. Shaw (36 W. R. 236, 20 Q. B. D. 374). The 
omission of the word “‘/egal” in clause 138 is an amendment 
which was, no doubt, suggested by this decision. 

The first amendment in Part VII. (Execution; Commitment) 
which calls for notice is contained in clause 153. It enables the 
judge “‘ to order the discharge of any debtor confined in prison by 
order of a court who, on account of sickness, insanity, or other 
sufficient cause, ought, in the opinion of the judge, to be discharged.” 
The other amendments in this part consist of verbal alterations in 
clauses 146, 157, 158, and 162, which do not alter the effect of 
those clauses, though contributing to accuracy and precision of 
language. But in lieu of clauses 162 and 163 of the original Bill 
is to be found the following clause :—‘‘ Jf a judge orders any per- 
son to be committed to prison either for contempt or in pursuance 
of the Debtors Act, 1869, he shall order such person to be com- 
mitted to a prison which shall from time to time, by order of one of 
her Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State, be allowed as a place 
of imprisonment for persons committed by the judge of such court : 
Provided that, until such order of a Secretary of State has been 
made, the person may be committed to any prison to which the judge 
now has power to commit him.” 

In Part VIII. (Rules; Fees; Fines; Unclaimed Money in Court), 
with the exception of verbal alterations of no moment in clauses 
164 and 166, the only amendment is to be found in clause 167. 
This clause now provides, with regard to fines imposed by county 
courts, that they may be enforced ypon the order of the judge, in 
like manner as payment of any debt adjudged by the court “ to be 
paid, or in such manner as payment of a sum adjudged to be paid 
on summary conviction may be enforced under the Summary Juris- 
diction Acts.”” The amendment consists of the words in italics. 

The amendments in Part IX. (Miscellaneous Provisions) do not 





disposed of by order, but contains the following additional pro- 





call for much notice. Clauses 177, 180, 183, 187, and 188 remain 
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substantially as they were, subject to certain trifling verbal altera- 
tions rendering the clauses in question free from ambiguity. 
The only other amendments are in clause 186, which relates to the 
interpretation of the Act. It now provides that “court” or 
« county court ” “ shall include and mean the judge or registrar 
of the court”; and that ‘‘‘ Party’ shall include every person 
served with notice of, or attending, any proceeding, although not 
named as @ party to such proceeding.” The words in italics are 
new, and constitute the sole amendments in this clause. 








THE WORK OF THE COUNTY COURTS. 


WE have been favoured with the following table indicative of the 
quantity of judicial work transacted in the county courts. It has 
been prepared with great care, and will be read with peculiar interest, 
at this moment, having regard to the proposed increase of jurisdiction 
contemplated by the County Courts Consolidation Bill, and to which 
reference was made in these columns latt week. 


I, Hie Court. 
Common Law Actions tried in the divisional 
courts in London and on circuit :— 


alee =  e Defended . . ‘ 1,196 
Cl 5185), : x ¥ 
Printers, | Undefended = 173 
Total © e e 1,869 
Geman 


II. County Courts. 
1, Common Law Issues and Actions remitted 
by the High Court for trial in the county courts :— 
Contract Issues [above £20] 579 
» Actions ie 192 
Tort Actions [unlimited] . 128 


2. Actions tried in the county courts 
[above £50] . . . Ae a 

8. Actions under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, brought in the coun 
courts, in which they have exclusive an 
unlimited jurisdiction . . . ° 310 


Total . . . 1,883 

Note A.—Besides the above, the 

following actions were brought in the 
county courts in 1886 :— 

In their ordinary jurisdiction [under 


Vide County Court 
Returns (H.C.) 1887, 
236, p. 74. 





899 
Vide ibid., p. 36. 


674 
, Vide ibid., pp. 62- 
3. 


Vide ibid., p. 34. 


/ ae 
D. 38. In their equitable jurisdiction [under 

£500) . ° ° ° ° ° 673 
p. 40, In their Admiralty jurisdiction 


[under £300] say Ia aa 273 

They have in addition administered the whole 
bankruptcy business of the country, except what is 
administered by the London Court; and have also 
administered numerous special jurisdictions given 
hy various Acts of Parliament; such as the 
Friendly Societies Acts, the Agricultural Holdings 
Act, the Rivers’ Pollution Act, &c., &c. 

Note B.—The county court returns unfortunately 
do not shew how many of the actions brought in 
the county courts actually go to trial, except as to 
the actions in their ordinary jurisdiction—viz , 
980,334, of which 604,785 appear to be actually 
tried. As to the remitted actions—889, and the 
actions above £50—674, they are all defended, and 
therefore with few exceptions are actually tried ; 
and as to the actions under the Employers’ Lia- 
bility Act—310, the equitable actions—673, and 
the Admiralty actions—270, probably one-third 
(at a low estimate) are actually tried. 

Note C.—The County Courts Consolidation Bill, 
as amended by the Grand Committee of Law, 
gives to the county courts jurisdiction in several 
additional actions, both in common law and equity, 
and notably malicious prosecution, fraud, and mis- 
take. It would be very difficult to estimate ap- 
sigemee the number of such actions which will 

annually tried by the county courts in conse- 
uence of these amendments, but there is no 
oubt that they will be very numerous. 


The Bill so amended has however also raised the 
limit of the jurisdiction in actions remitted from 





| 











the High Court, and likewise in actions as to real 
roperty in respect of which the number of ad- 
itional actions must be annually very consider- 
able, and, estimated by simple proportion, would 
be as follows :— 

Remitted actions, &c.—Present limit, 50; future 
limit, 100; t number, 899 ; probable future 
number (say) 1,800. 

Real property—Present limit, 20; future limit, 
50; present number, 219; probable future num- 
ber ea 500. 


With reference to the remitted causes tried in the county courts, 
we mentioned last week that about one-half of their number are dis- 
posed of in the metropolitan county courts. The distribution of these 
op amongst the county court judges, during the year 1886, was 
as follows :— 

6 metropolitan county court judges tried 462 remitted causes, 
50 provincial county court judges tried 437 ,, ss 


Total number ° 899 








REVIEWS. 
PROBATE PRACTICE. 


Coorr’s Common Form PRACTICE AND TRISTRAM’S CONTENTIOUS 
PRACTICE AND PRACTICE ON MoTIONS AND SUMMONSES OF THE 
Hieu Court oF JUSTICE IN GRANTING PROBATES AND ADMIN- 
ISTRATIONS. Tenth Edition. By THomas HurcHinson TRISTRAM, 
Q.C., D.C.L. The Common Form portion revised by J. PICKERING 
CLARKE, formerly Proctor in Doctors’ Commons, and one of the 
principal clerks of seat in the Probate Registry. Butterworths. 


We have here a union of two works, which will, we imagine, be 
generally welcomed. Mr. Coote’s Common Form Practice is well 
established as the standard authority on its branch, but the treatise 
on Contentious Practice appended to it was not full enough to 
satisfy the requirements of the practitioner. Dr. Tristram’s compre- 
hensive work on this subject has now been incorporated, and consti- 
tutes Part 3 of the — book. The Common Form Practice has 
been revised by Mr. ke, of the Probate Registry, and appears to 
have been satisfactorily brought down to date. 


RAILWAY COMPANIES, 


THe Law oF Rartway CoMPANIES, BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
AcTs AND ORDERS RELATING TO RAILWAY CoMPANIES IN ENGLAND 
AND IRELAND, WITH NOTES OF ALL THE CASES DECIDED THEREON, 
AND APPENDIX OF BYE-LAWs AND STANDING ORDERS OF THE 
HovsE oF Commons. By J. H. BAtFour Browne, Esq., Q.C., 
formerly Registrar to the Railway Commissioners, and H. 8. 
THEOBALD, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. SzconD EpiTion. Stevens & 
Sons. 


The new edition of this book, which may be said to include all the 
Acts directly or indirectly relating to railways and the decisions 
on all the leading Acts, appears to have been carefully prepared. 
We have found all the cases decided since the last edition which 
we have used as tests, incorporated; and the ry ye 
addition, the Cheap Trains Act, 1883, and the Board of e Circu- 
lar relating to it, are inserted. In several respects the already 
elaborate notes on the Lands Clauses Act have been extended. The 
annotation of this Act and the other leading Acts seems to us to be 
extremely well done, and we can speak from experience to the 
practical value of the work. 





CHITTY’S EQUITY INDEX. 


Cuitty’s INDEX TO ALL THE REPORTED CASES DECIDED IN THE 
SEVERAL CourTs OF EQUITY IN ENGLAND, THE Privy CoUNCIL AND 
THE HovsE or Lorps, wiTH A SELECTION OF IRisH CASES ON 
OR RELATING TO THE PRINCIPLES, PLEADING, AND PRACTICE 
oF EquITy AND BANKRUPTCY FROM THE EARLIEST PERIOD, 
FourtH Epririon. Wholly revised, re-classified, and brought 
down to end of year 1883. By HENRY Epwarp Hirst, B.C.L., 
M.A., Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Volume VI. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Hirst’s ¢ undertaking draws towards a close, the present 
volume extending to near the end of the letter 8. It includes valu- 
able digests of the cases on ip, powers, and settlements, and 
under the head of Settled ates Acts the decisions on the Settled 
Land Acts are collected. The t of the cases under 


‘* Settlement ” strikes us as well considered and convenient. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I think we must now infer that Mr. Walker, te whose 
lamented illness I some time since referred, has resigned the office of 
Chancery Taxing Master. I observe that his name has been removed 
from the wall by the door of his office, which calls attention to the 
matter. 

Assuming, therefore, and believing that the resignation has taken 
place, I would venture to express a strong opinion that the vacancy 
should be forthwith filled up, as there are still six weeks before the 
Long Vacation; and the fees which would be tsken by a vigorous 
master and able staff in those, the busiest weeks of the legal year, 
would probably more than pay one half-year’s salary. 

No fear of 8 popular outcry for economy should, for one moment, 
be allowed to affect this question, as the suitors, by their fees of 2} 
per cent. on taxations, not only pay the salaries of all the Chancery 
taxing masters and their clerks, but also yield an annual profit of 
about £9,000. JAMES RAWLINSON. 

Upper Holloway, N., June 27, 





THE MERCHANDISE MARKS ACT, 1887. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—On the 14th of June Mr. Octavius Morgan is reported to 
have asked the President of the Board of Trade in the House of Com- 
mons whether the Merchandise Marks Act of last year was intended 
to apply to domestic as well as to foreign manufactures; and in reply 
Sir Michael Hicks-Beach said he could not give an answer on a 
matter of legal interpretation, but was not aware of any such limita- 
tion of the application of the Act. This appears to be a very serious 
— for business men, for if the Act is intended to apply to 

omestic manufactures, then its provisions are more far reaching than 
could have been anticipated, for they will govern myriads of transac- 
tions every day. 

There can be little doubt of the meaning of the Act if we look at 
section 3, sub-section 2, which reads as follows :—‘‘ The provisions of 
this Act respecting the application of a false trade description to 
goods shall extend to the application to goods of any such figures, 
words, or marks, or arrangement or combination thereof, whether 
including a trade-mark or not, as are reasonably calculated to lead 
persons to believe that the goods are the manufacture or merchandise 
of some person other than the person whose manufacture or mer- 
chandise they really are.” 

Under these circumstances it is of some moment that we should 
realize the importance and the gravity of this Act, and I have ven- 
tured to trouble you with this letter in the hope that it might call 
forth some experiences of the application of the Act which any of 
your readers may be in a position to communicate. H. G. 

June 26, 

(See the articles on the Act in the four first numbers of the present 
volume,—ED, S.J.) 





ARTICLED CLERKS AS ADVOCATES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Some short time ago I was instructed to prosecute in a case 
at a police court in one of the suburbs. Upon attending, I found the 
prisoner had instructed a gentleman who informed me he was an 
articled clerk. I thereupon told him I should object to his appear- 
ing. After examining my first witness this gentleman got up to 
cross-examine. I immediately objected to his doing so, on the 
ground that he was not a qualified solicitor, but the bench overruled 
my objection, stating that it was the practice of that court to allow 
this gentleman to appear. 

I am a member of the Incorporated Law Society, and at once com- 
municated with the secretary, and have received a letter from him 
stating that the council are of opinion that this is no case for their 
further interference. 

Now, sir, if this is not a case for the council to take up, I should 
hike to know what is? It comes to this, that if a man incurs the 
costs of being admitted, and pays for an annual certificate, he can do 
so, but he obtains no advantage for such expenditure over any person 
who is under articles merely. 

I have, before this, been instrumental in sending several cases of 
encroachment upon the profession to the Incorporated Law Society, 
and in not one single instance has action been taken by the society. 
I have a fair share of advocacy, and it is most galling to find that in 
this special branch of the profession there appears to be not the 
slightest control exercised by the society, but that interlopers are 
allowed with poyonty in our courts. 

I have looked through the list of the governing body of the 











society, and although the names are those of lawyers of standing, I 
do not find the name of one single well-known London advocate. 
It is, no doubt, right to have men of standing on the council, but 
it is equally necessary that the younger men should be represented. 
There are at present 4,700 members of the society, and I am sure 
from what other solicitors have told me that many more would join 
if the society were more alert to our interests. 

I would suggest that an effort be made to get some energetic 
younger men, who have their way to make, on the council, and I am 
willing, if a sufficient number of the members of the society will join 
me, to agitate until this is done. We should then in our daily prac- 
tice be able to keep watch over the courts, and any case of encroach- 
ment could at once be brought before the council and dealt with. 

I am quite sure that this course would have a most beneficial effect, 
because the persons interested would then see that this crying evil of 
which I complain is adjudicated wpete and not, as at present, dealt 
with by men only who have probably never been in a police or county 
court in their lives, and have no idea of what the advocacy branch is. 
If this did not stop the evil, we could continually agitate until the 
society made a determined move to obtain legislation on the subject. 

F. Dovetas NorMAN, 

4, New-court, Carey-street, W.C., June 21. 





TRUST AND MORTGAGE ESTATES IN COPYHOLDS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—-May I trouble you with a very few lines again in this matter, 
having regard to your criticism upon my letter which you were so 
good as to print last week ? 

An enactment that, where a trust or mortgage estate in copyholds 
may pass to several executors the lord shall be bound to admit them 
all upon payment of only a single fine, will not effect what, I submit, 
is wanted. If new trustees are to be appointed, or if the mortgage 
is to be paid off and reconveyed or transferred, there will have to be 
an admittance of the executors, followed by a surrender by them and 
an admittance of the new trustees or of the mortgagor or transferee 
as the case may be, involving two admittances and two fines. Under 
my scheme the executors would appoint the copyholds to the new 
trustees or to the mortgagor or transferee, who would take ad- 
mittance without surrender, thus saving the cost of the admittance 
of the executors and the surrender by them. 

There is a trifling misprint in the last line of page 556—the word 
“or” should be inserted between ‘‘ inheritance” and ‘‘ limited.” 

Hereford, June 25. H. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 


THE GRAND JUNCTION CANAL CO. v. PETTY AND OTHERS— 
No. 1, 26th June. 


Hicuway—DepicaTIonPower or Oanat OomMPaANy TO DEDICATE Tow- 
PATH. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord 
Coleridge, C.J., and Mathew, J.). The action was brought for trespass in 
breaking down a certain gate at Aylesbury leading from the high road on 
to the towing path of the canal. It was proved at the trial that for a 
long period persons had been in the habit of walking along the towing 
path and using it for passing from one road to another. They had 
never been stopped or turned back by the servants of the company unless 
they were carrying nets or guns. The company had, however, from time 
to time posted notices stating that the towpath was private property and 
that trespassers would be prosecuted. The jury found that there had 
been a dedication of the towpath to the public by the company, and 
judgment was entered by Pollock, B., for the defendants. The Divisional 
Court declined to set this aside and to grant a new trial, and the plaintiffs 
appealed, contending, on the authority of Mulliner v. Midland Railway Co. 
(LL Oh. D. 611) and Borlock v. North Staffordshire Railway Co. (4 E. & B. 
798), that the company had no power to dedicate to the public any portion 
of the land taken for their specific purposes. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esugr, M.R., said that the proper principle had 
been laid down by Parke, B., in the case of R. v. Inhabitants of Leake (5 B. 
& Ad. 468) that a company had power to dedicate to the public so long as 
the user by the public would not be inconsistent with the purposes for 
which the company was formed. All the cases were perfectly reconcileable 
with that decision. It was not even suggested in this case that the public 
walking along the towpath in any way ‘interfered with the canal traffic, 
or that the user by the public was inconsistent with the rights and duties 
of the canal company. That being so, the dedication could not be illegal, 
and since there was evidence from which the jury might reasonably infer 
that there had been a dedication, the verdict and judgment could not be 


set aside. Linpiey, L.J., was of the same opinion. The principle ap- 
goons rfectly sound, and was consistent with all the other cases. 
orgs, L.J., also thought that the company had a limited power of dedi- 


cation to the extent of conferring such a right of way on the public as 
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would not be incompatible with the purposes for which the company had 
acquired the land.—OounseL, W. Graham; Etherington Smith ; j Mears 
Chambers. Soutcrrors, Field, Rosooe, ¢ Co. ; Letts Brothers, for Parker ¢ 
Wilkins, Aylesbury. 


GRAY v, HOPPER—No. 1, 25th June. 


County Court —Action or Conrract—CLAM INDORSED ON WRIT EXCEEDING 
£50—Repvuction or OLarm peLow £50 ny JuDGMENT UNDER OgperR 14— 
Power To REMIT Action ror Triat In County Court—Covunty Courts 
Act, 1856 (19 & 20 Vicr. c. 108), s. 26. 


Action by the plaintiff to recover £66 11s. 3d., money received by the 
defendant as agent for the plaintiff. Uponan application under order 14, 
the plaintiff obtained Jeave to sign judgment for £28 11s. 3d., the defend- 
ant having leave to defend as to the residue of the claim. The claim 
being thus reduced below £50, the plaintiff after issue joined applied under 
section 26 of the County Courts Act, 1856, for an order that the cause be 
tried iu the Newcastle County Oourt. The Divisional Court, affi 
the order of the district registrar and the judge in chambers, grante 
the application (36 W. R. 716). The defendant appealed, and contended 
that the court had no jurisdiction to make the order, citing Osborne v. 
oe wy W. R. 161, 1 Ex. D. 48); Foster v. Usherwood (26 W. R. 91, 
3 Ex. D..1). 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey, L.J.) dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the cases cited were decided under 
section 7 of the County Courts Act, 1867, where the words were, ‘‘ where 
such claim, though it originally exceeded fifty pounds, is reduced by 
payment, an admitted set-off, or otherwise, to a sum not exceeding fifty 
pounds.’’ Payment and set-off were held to apply to something before 
action brought, and the words ‘‘ or otherwise’’ were held to be ejusdem 
generis, and had, therefore, to receive a limited meaning. In section 26 of 
the County Courts Act, 1856, the words were ‘‘paymentinto court, payment, 
an admitted set-off, or otherwise.’’ Here there was one phrase in addition 
which must refer to something after action brought. Therefore the words 
‘‘or otherwise ’’ could not receive a limited meaning by reason of the 
particular preceding words. The general words must have their natural 
meaning, and, therefore, there was jurisdiction to make the order. 
Linptzy, L.J, was of the same opinion for the same reasons. There 
was reason for the difference in the language of the two statutes. Under 
the earlier Act the judge had an absolute discretion in making the order. 
Under the later Act the discretion was taken away. It was obvious, 
therefore, that if the defendant could bring himself within the section by 
paying money into court, he would bo able of his own will to force the 
plaintiff into the county court. A reason therefore existed for the use of 
limited words, which reason did not apply to the earlier Act.—Covnsz., 
Tindal Atkinson ; French, Q.C., and H. Newson. Soxscrrors, R. Greening, 
for D. E. Stanford, Newcastle-upon-Tyne; Pyke § Parrott, for R. 8, 
Hopper, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


COCK v. ALLCOCK—No. 1, 21st June, 
Practice—Commission—R. S. O0., 1883, XXXVII., 5. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Field 
and Wills, JJ.) (amte, p. 458). The action was brought by the 
plaintiff, who was an ice merchant residing at Brevig, in Norway, to 
recover the price of ice shipped in Norway by the plaintiff’s servants and 
in the plaintiff’sship, and delivered at Ramsgate to the defendants. The 
defendants alleged that the ice was not as per contract. The amount in 
dispute was about £24. The plaintiff applied for a commission to Nor- 
way to examine himself and other witnesses. The master granted the 
Sago but his order was reversed by Denman, J., at chambers. 

he Divisional Court held that the plaintiff was entitled to a commission. 
The defendants appealed, contending that a commiesion ought not to be 
issued where the amount was so small. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Linpuey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that it had been contended, on the 
authority of Kemp v. Tennant (2 Times L. R. 304), that a commission 
must be granted in such a case ex debito justitie. That was notso. It was 
a matter of judicial discretion, and it ought not to be granted except on 
reasonable cause shewn. The reasonableness of the cause depended on 
all the circumstances of the case. It was the duty of the judge granting a 
commission to see that there was no oppression on the person applying 
for it, and also that the other party was not in any way sooventell y it 
from presenting his case fairly at the trial. All the circumstances must 
be taken into consideration. The court were not prepared in this case to 
overrule the judges who had granted the commission, but they would im- 
pose terms, and would say that the costs of the commission should be in 
the absolute discretion of the judge who might try the case. It had been 
urged that the ordinary rule as to granting commissions did not apply 
where the plaintiff applied for a commission that he might himself be 
examined. In his opinion the rule as to commission was the same in 
regard to the plaintiff as it was in regard to any other witness, but it 
would be more strictly applied. Liypiey and Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counset, L. E. Pyke and Butler Aspinall ; Meek. Soricrrors, Wilson ¢ 
Son ; Turnbull, Tilly, § Monson. 





HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re THE FORE STREET WAREHOUSE CO. (LIM.)—Kay, J., 
23rd June, 
Company—Repvuction or Oarrrat—Pam-vp Oarrrat rEpucEp—NoMINAL 
CapiTaL uNALTERED—Compantgs Act, 1867, s. 9. 


This was a petition for reduction of capital. The company had a 





nominal capital of £480,000, in 30,000 shares of £16 each. The whole of 
the shares were issued, and £14 paid up on each share. In December, 
1887, resolutions were passed authorizing the company from time to time 
to reduce its capital, and on the 20th of December, 1887, and the 4th of 
January, 1888, it was resolved ‘‘that in of each of the shares in 
the capital of the company, upon all of which the sum of £14 per share 
has been paid up, capital be paid off or returned to the extent of £3 per 
share so as to reduce the tal paid upon all such shares to the sum of 
£11 per share upon the f that the amount off or returned on 
each share or any part of it may be called u: in the same manner as 
if it had never been paid.” The petition that the resolution might 
be confirmed by the court. Several unreported decisions were referred to. 

Kay, J., said that it appeared to have been frequently done, and he 
confirmed the resolutions.—Counssi, Millar, Q.C., and @. 7. Millar. 
Soricrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. 


Re ROPER, ROPER v. DONCASTER—Kay, J., 27th June. 


Marrrep Woman—GeneraL Power or ApPPporiInTMENT—POWER EXERCISED 
BY W1Lt—LIABILITY OF APPOINTED PrRopERTY FOR HER Dgsts. 


This case raised the question whether the exercise by a married woman 
of a general power of appointment by will has the same effect: as in the 
case of a man—viz., to make the Property appointed assets of the 
appointor, and so liable for her debts. The testatrix had in 188) joined 
in a mo e as surety for an advance to her husband, and hai assigned 
a policy on her life as security, with a declaration that, as between her- 
self and the mortg , she and the policy moneys should be deemed a 
principal debtor and security respectively for the sums thereby secured. 
At this date her only separate property, as to which she was not 
restrained from anticipation, was some furniture and the policy, but she 
had a general power of epeeas by will over certain funds. She 
died in 1887, leaving her husband surviving, and having by her will, 
dated in 1873, exercised the power in favour of her daughter. The policy 
moneys were received by the a and applied in part satisfaction 
of their claims. This was an application by the daughter, the mortgagees 
appearing and yong bE be bound, to e whether the funds so 
appointed had become liable to satisfy the testatrix’s obligations under 
her covenants with the mortgagees. 

Kay, J., after taking time to consider the point, decided that the funds. 
were not liable, His lordship stated his opinion to be that in cases not 
within the Married Women’s ae ‘Act, 1882, whether the power of 
appointment were by deed or will, or by will only, an appointment by the 
wit of a married woman did not make the property appointed liable to 
engagements entered into with her on the credit of her separate estate. 
In dealing with cases where property so appointed had been held liable, 
such as London Chartered Bank of Australia v. Lempriére (21 W. R. 513, 4 
P. 0. 572), Mayd v. Field (24 W. R. 660, 3 Ch. D. 587), and Re Harvey's 
Estate (28 W. R. 73, 13 Ch. D. 216), his lordship observed that they pro- 
ceeded upon a misapplication of the earlier decisions, which treated the 
bond of a married women as an exercise of her power to appoint by deed, 
a doctrine which, as stated by Turner, L.J., in Johnson v. Gallagher (9 
W. R. 506, 3 De G. F. & J. 494), and in Re Hastings (35 W. R. 135, 584, 
35 Ch. D. 94), was now —- As to cases falling within the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, his lordship expressed no opinion, save this, 
that to make property appointed by the will of a married woman liable to 
her engagements under that Act, it seemed necessary to hold that the 
appointment by her will made the property appointed her ey prop- 
erty, so as to bring it within section 1, sub-section 4, of the Act.— 
CounseL, Freeman; Borthwick and Gaselee; L. Field. Soxtcrrors, P. 
Hodgkinson, for Pratt § Hodgkinson, Newark; Welbury J. Mitton ; Field § 
Co. 

Re BRIANT, POULTER v. SHACKEL—Kay, J., 25th June. 


Wiutt—Construction—Drrecrion to Depucr Dests pug rrom OHILDREN 
—Lecacy To Daveuter—Dest pug From DavGutsr’s Huspanp—EaquitTy 
TO A SETTLEMENT. 


By his will the testator, after giving the residue of his property to his 
— for 1 ae on An — equally, nae ine tees A oa - 

uct any debt, terest at five cent., whic t be o 
him from any or either of his said anildren from the shares or share to 
which they were entitled under his will. One of the testator’s daughters 
was married, and the question was whether a debt of £725 5s. owed b 
her husband to the testator ought to be set off against her share, whic 
amounted to about £700, or whether she was entitled to have the share 
or part of it settled for her benefit. The daughter was married, without 
any oe settlement, in 1857; the testator died in 1877, and his 
widow in 1886. 


Kay, J., said that the husband’s right to the legacy was only deriva- 
tive; he could only claim through wife. The right of the executors 
to deduct the husband’s debt from her was subject to her equity 
to a settlement, and he could not accept Knight v. Knight (22 W. R. 792, 
18 Eq. 487) as an authority to the contrary. art of the legacy, 
must be settled for the benefit of the wife and her c m, and the rest 
of her share must be retained by the executors for the benefit of the other 
residuary legatees.—CounsEL, Marten, Q.C., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Mac- 
Swinney ; Aldred Rowden. Sowtcrrons, Reep, Lane, § Co.; Marshall ¢ 
Haslip, for Beale § Martin, Reading ; Soames, Edwards, $ Jones. 


VERNON v. CROFT—Chitty, J., 23rd June. 
Practice—Perrition ror Payment Ovr—Szrvice or Prrrrion—IncuMe 
BRANCERS OF ConTINGENT INTERESTS WHICH HAVE NEVER VESTED. 


In this case a petition was for payment out of a fund in court 
which had been carried over to a separate account. It was stated that the 
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titioners were the — who had ultimately become entitled to the 
Find in the events w had happened, and that two persons who had 
been entitled to contingent interests had mort such interests, and 
the mortgagees, having put a stop order on the fund, had died before the 


rentaear bad ob) contingency on which their interests depended. The 
objected to draw up any order in the absence of the mort- 


nal J., said that under such circumstances it was unnecessary to 
make such mortgagees respondents, or to serve them with the petition.— 
Counsgi, 8. Dickenson. Soxicrrors, Garrard, James, § Co. 


Re CHIFFERIEL, CHIFFERIEL ». WATSON—North, J., 25th June. 


Practice—Apsournep Summons—Evinence Fiugp AFTER HEARING BY 
Curer CLERK. 


A question arose in this case as to the right to use, upon the hearing of 
an adjourned summons, aftidavits filed after the hearing by the chief 
clerk, no time having been fixed within which evidence was to be filed. 
In the action, which was brought to administer the estate of a testator, 
some property had been sold under the direction of the court, and the 
purchaser took out a summons claiming compensation in respect of an 
alleged misdescription of the property in the particulars of sale. The sum- 
mons was heard the chief clerk on the 19th of March, and on the 20th 
of March he gave his decision in favour of the purchaser. The vendors 
requested an adjournment to the judge, and on the 15th of May they 
filed some additional affidavits. Notime had been fixed for the filing of 
evidence. On the hearing of the summons in court the reading of these 
affidavits was objected to by the purchaser’s counsel, who contended that 
no affidavits filed after the discussion before the chief clerk could be used. 
Re Munns and Longden (32 W. R. 675) was referred to. 

Nortu, J., allowed the affidavits in question to be used, and ordered 
the hearing to stand over to enable the purchaser to file affidavits in reply. 
And he ordered the vendors to pay the costs of the day. He sail that if 
the chief clerk fixed a time within which evidence was to be filed, it 
would be the same thing as if the judge had fixed a time, subject to the 

ht of the parties to have the matter heard by the judge personally. 
His lordship had not the slightest doubt as to the power of the judge in 
chambers to fix a time for the filing of evidence on any application. In 
future his lordship said that he should not allow any affidavit to be 
used which had been filed after the time fixed for the filing of evidence, 
unless he himself gave special leave to use new evidence, or the chief clerk 
had done so. This rule would not necessarily apply to affidavits filed 
after the hearing by the chief clerk, no time having been fixed for the 
filing of evidence. Such cases must be dealt with when they arose. 
[During the hearing the registrar referred the court to a manuscript note 
of a case of Re Travis (before the Court of Appeal on the 6th of May, 
1885) in which, objection having been taken to tke reading of an affidavit 
which had not been before the chief clerk in chambers, Cotton, L.J., 
said that all affidavits filed before the matter came before the judge in 
court could be used, if proper notice was given, even though they had not 
been used before the chief clerk. It did not appear that in that case any 
time had been fixed for the filing of affidavits.|—CounseL, Napier- Higgins, 
Q.C., and G. H. Lea; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Beaumont. Soxicrrors, 
Pickett § Mytton ; Beaumont § Sons. 


MORITZ v. STEPHAN—North, J., 15th June. 
R. 8. C., 1883, XI., 1 (ec); XLVI., 1—1 & 2 Vicr. c. 110, s. 14—Sznrvice 
> Wait ovr or JuRispicrion — Breach or Contract — CuarGING 
RDER. 


This was a motion for leave to issue a writ for service out of the juris- 
diction. The intended plaintiff had recovered judgment for a debt against 
the person whom it was proposed to make defendant, and had, under rule 
1 of order 46, obtained an order charging the judgment debt on some 
shares belonging to the debtor. The action was intended to enforce the 
charge. The defendant was resident out of the jurisdiction. Rule 1 of 
order 11 provides that service out of the jurisdiction of a writ may be 
allowed whenever (inter alia) (e) ‘‘the action is founded on any breach, or 
alleged breach, within the jurisdiction of any contract, wherever made, 
which, according to the terms thereof, ought to be performed within the 
jurisdiction.” Rule 1 of order 46 provides that the effect of an order 
charging stock or shares ‘‘shall be such as is provided by the Acts1 & 
2 Vict c. 110, ss. 14, 15, and 3 & 4 Vict. c. 32,8.1.’? Section 14 of the 
Act 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110 provides that a charging order ‘‘ shall entitle the 
judgment creditor to all such remedies as he would have been entitled to 
if such charge had been made in his favour by the judgment debtor.”’ 

Nortn, J., refused the application. He said that, if there had been an 
actual contract by the debtor to the same effect as the charging order, it 
would have been only a contract to charge the shares; there would have been 
no contract for payment of the debt. There had been no breach of a 
contract to charge the shares, and therefore the rule did not apply.— 
Oounset, EF. Ford. Soxrtcrrox, C. Harcourt. 





HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
ASHBY v. JENNER—25th June. 


Purcuasg or Fauity or Repsmprion—Impirep Covenant OF INDEMNITY— 
Conveyance To Sus-PurcuHaser. 


In this case the question arose whether a person who had contracted to 
an equity of redemption, but subsequently re-sold, the conveyance 

taken direct to the sub-purchaser with an express covenant of indem- 

ae him, was himself also liable to the vendor on an implied covenant. 
In ber, 1882, Ashby conveyed property to Jeaner, subject to a mort- 
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gage for £2,000, and took Jenner’s covenant of indemnity. In June, 
1883, Jenner wished to re-sell, and offered the property to Ashby again, 
who at first declined it. As to what follow ere was a conflict of 
evidence, but Ashby ultimately entered into a contract to buy from Jenner 
for £2,250, the conveyance to be to himself or his nominee, and the next 
day he contracted to sell the property in question, together with other 
property of his own, to Binns for £1,675. He contended that he was 
acting solely for the purpose of effecting a sale for Jenner, and that the 
transaction took the above form at the suggestion of Binns, who was a 
solicitor, and acted for all parties in the matter of the subsequent con- 
veyance. Jenner, on the other hand, contended that the sale was to 
Ashby outright. = completion, the conveyance was made direct to 
Binns, who took subject to the mortgage and covenanted to indemnify 
Jenner against it. It was suggested that Ashby made a profit of £150 
on the transaction, but this was denied. After Binns took possession, he 
disappeared, leaving the property in a deteriorated condition, and was 
subsequently found to be insolvent. Hereupon the mortgagees sold, and, 
there being a deficiency, it was made good by Ashby, who then brought 
this action against Jenner on his covenant in the deed of 1882. On 
Jenner’s behalf it was contended that there had been a re-sale to Ashby, 
and that on the authority of Waring v. Ward (7 Ves. 336) Ashby was 
bound in equity to indemnify Jenner, and that thus Jenner’s original 
covenant was discharged. In reply it was urged on Ashby’s behalf that 
the sale was in substance one from Jenner to Binns; moreover, Waring v. 
Ward only applied where the purchaser had entered into possession or 
received the sy of the land, and, further, that any implied covenant 
was excluded by the express covenant taken by Jenner from Binns. 

Hvuppueston, B., gave a verdict and judgment for the defendant. 
The sole question was whether there was in fact a sale to Ashby; for 
if there was, then, not only on the principle of Waring v. Ward, 
but in common sense, the liability which attached to Jenner was 
transferred to Ashby, and although something had been said about posses- 
sion and receipt of profits, these words were merely used by the Lord 
Chancellor as illustrative, and it was necessary to look at the end of the 
passage cited, where the rule is based upon the purchaser of the equity of 
redemption being owner of the estate. On the evidence he held that 
there was a sale to Ashby, who thereupon became in equity the owner of 
the equity of redemption. He was, therefore, liable upon an implied 
covenant to indemnify Jenner, and this operated as a discharge of the ex- 
press covenant in the deed of 1882.—Counsgi, Moulton, Q.0., and Light- 
wood ; Finlay, Q.C., and Shortt. Sourcrrors, Lincoln § Marsh; H. J. § T. 
Child. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Re WILLIS, Bx parte KENNEDY—C. A. No. 1, 23rd June. 


MorTGaGE—ATToRNMENT OLauskE—Bitt or SaLe—RegGistRATION—BILLs 
or Saute Act, 1878, s. 6. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Oave, J. (ante, p. 474, 36 W. R. 
639). On January 28, 1884, the bankrupt, who was the lessee of 
Willis’s Rooms, in consideration of a loan of £20,000, mortgaged those 
premises to Lady Willoughby d’Eresby by way of subdemise, to secure the 
repayment of the loan. By the mortgage deed it was agreed that the mort- 
gagee, or the persons claiming title under her, might at any time, without 
any further consent on the part of the mortgagor or any other person, 
demise, or enter into any agreement to demise, the premises on any terms 
she or they might think fit, provided that such power should not be 
exercised until such time as she or they were by law empowered to sell. 
The indenture further witnessed that for the same consideration the 
mortgagor thereby attorned and became tenant from quarter to quarter to 
the mortgagee in respect of the premises, at a yearly rent of £2,000 by 
equal quarterly payments, the first payment to be made on the first day 
ot the month next after any interest thereby secured should have be- 
come in arrear, but all money received by the mortgagee for rent due 
under the attornment should be accepted in the first place in or towards 
satisfaction of the interest then in arrear; provided that the attornment 
should not make it compulsory on the —o to collect the rent 
payable thereunder, and that she should not be accountable to a second 
mortgagee, or any subsequent incumbrancer, for any rent that might 
have been recovered under such attornment, and provided that the 
mortgagee might at any time after she was by law empowered to sell, 
without any notice, enter upon and take possession of the premises and 
determine the tenancy. On September 24, 1885, a bankruptcy petition 
was presented against the mortgagor, and on January 26, 1886, he was 
adjudicated a bankrupt. In the meantime, on November 8, 1885, the 
mortgagee distrained uader the tenancy created by the attornment 
clause, and realized a sum of £1,715. The trustee in the bankruptcy 
applied for an order that Lady Willoughby d’Eresby should repay to 
him this sum, on the ground that the attornment clause was a bill of 
sale under section 6 of the Bill of Sale Act, 1878, and that the dis- 
tress was void against him, because the mortgage deed had not been 
registered as a bill of sale. Section 6 provides that ‘‘ Every attornment, 
instrument, or agreement, not being a mining lease, whereby a power of 
distress is given or agreed to be given by any person to any other per- 
son by way of security for any present, future, or contingent debt or 
advance, and whereby any rent is reserved or made payable as a mode of 
providing for the payment of interest on such debt or advance, or 
otherwise for the purpose of such security only, shall be deemed to be a 
bill of sale, within the meaning of this Act, of any personal chattels 
which may be seized or taken under such power of distress—provided 
that nothing in this section shall extend to any mortgage of any estate or 
interest in any land, tenement, or hereditament which the mortgagee, 
being in possession, shall have demised to the mortgagor as his tenant at 
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a fair and reasouable rent,” It was admitted that the £2 000 was the 
fair rent of the property. Cave, J., held that the attornment was a bill 
of sale within section 6, and that it was net protected by the proviso, 
which he thought applied only to a case in which the mo had 
taken actual possession under his mortgage deed, and had subsequently 
demised to the mortgagor (ante, p.474). On the appeal it was argued that 
the proviso applied, because the mortgagee would be accountable as a 
mortgagee in possession, and must be deemed to have been in possession, 
and the rent was fair. 

Tue Oovrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) affirmed 
the decision. Linptey, L.J., said that the attornment clause created the 
legal relation of landlord and tenant between the mo: and the 
mortgagor at the rentof £2,000. Section 6 did not apply to ordinary 
demises, nor was there any section in the Act which applied to the 
ordinary landlord’s power of distress. It was sug in Hall v. 
Comfort (18 Q. B. D. 11) that section 6 would apply to all leases. But it 
only applied where the power of distress was given by way of security for 
the payment of money. The true meaning of section 6 was, that every 
attornment given as security for money lent was struck at, as well as 
other instruments given as security which were not attornments, but which 
expressly conferred a power of distress. The person who drew the 
Act was aware that there were two forms of mortgage—the one with an 
attornment clause; the other without such a clause, but where there was 
an express power of distress given. This section made both, if given as 
security for money lent, bills of sale. But for the proviso, this attorn- 
ment would clearly be a bill of sale. Then came the proviso, which was 
very difficult to construe so as to give effect to every word. The question 
was, — the — age all attornment clauses —? fair rent — 
were not preced y the mortgagee takin, ion? Assuming that 
the effect of the attornment clause wes to cee tae 1 mortgagee in - 
sion, it gave possession at the time of the attornment and not before it. 
In his lordship’s opinion the words ‘‘ mo ssion ’’ were intro- 
duced for a purpose, and the true construction of the proviso was that 
it referred to a state of things in which possession by the mortgagee pre- 
ceded the demise. If all attornments at a fair rent were excepted by the 
proviso, the section would have no effect at all. The object of the Act 
was to render it compulsory upon lenders of money on goods to register 
their securities. Certain exceptions in favour of commerce were intro- 
duced, and the relation of ordinary landlord and tenant was not affected. 
The Legislature extended the obligation to register to attornments in 
mortgages, and excepted the case of a demise by a mortgagee in posses- 
sion. To bring the case within the proviso the mortgagee must first take 
possession and then demise. lLopzs, L.J., concurred. Lord Esuer, 
M.R., said that he entertained great doubt, but he was not prepared to 
dissent from the judgment. Leave to appeal to the House of Lords was 
given.—OounssL, French, Q.C., and R. O. B. Lane; Cooper Willis, Q.C., 
and Boydell Houghton. Souicrrors, Travers Smith § Braithwaite ; 
Blewitt & Tyler. 


Re ARMSTRONG, Ez parte THE TRUSTEE—C. A. No. 1, 23rd June. 


Marrrep Woman — Bankruptcy — Separate Estats — SerrLeMeNt — 
Mararep Women’s Property Act, 1882, ss. 1 (5), 19. 


This was an ap from a decision of a divisional court: (Oave and 
A. L. Smith, JJ.) reversing a decision of Judge Stoncr, the judge of the 
Brentford County Court (ante, p. 242). On November 11, 1881, Mrs. 
Armstrong, who was then a widow, and was about to marry again, being 
entitled to certain freehold houses, made an ante-nuptial settlement by 
which the houses were vested in a trustee, upon trust, to pay the rents to 
her for her life for her separate use, but without any restraint upon antici- 
pation, and after her decease upon trust for such persons as she should by 
deed or will appoint, and in default of appointment upon trust for her 
children. On December 13, 1881, Mrs. Armstrong married a second 
husband. She was administratrix to her first husband, and she continued 
to carry on his business after his death. She incurred debts in the coarse 
of carrying on this business, and on May 6, 1884, she was adjudged bank- 
rupt under the provisions contained in section 1, sub-section 5, of the 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. The trustee in the bankruptcy 
received the rents of the freehold property, and an application was made 
by the bankrupt for an order that the trustee should pay to her the rents 
in his hands, amounting to £208, received by him from the tenants. By 
section 1, sub-section 5, of the Married Women’s Pro Act, 1882, 
‘every married woman carrying on a trade separately from her husband 
shall, in respect of her separate property, be subject to the bankruptcy 
laws in the same way as if she were a feme sole.” By section 19, ‘‘ nothing 
in this Act contained shall interfere with or affect any settlement or 
agreement for a settlement made or to be made, whether before or after 
marriage, respecting the property of any married woman, or shall inter- 
fere with or render inoperative any restriction against anticipation at pre- 
sent attached, or to be hereafter attached, to the enjoyment of any property 
or income by a woman under any settlement.” The judge of the county 
court held that section 19 excluded the marriage settlement from the 
operation of the bankruptcy, and made the order asked for. The 
Divisional Court reversed the decision. In so doing they followed the 
ground of their own previous decision in Re Armstrong (17 Q. B. D. 167), a 
decision which was reversed by the Court of Appeal (17 Q. B. D. 521, 30 
Soricrrors’ Journat, 587) on an entirely different ground, the court not 
expressing any opinion on the question which now arose. 

Tue Court (Lord Zsuzer, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorzs, L JJ.) affirmed 
the decision, Lord Esher, M.R., dissenting from the majority. Lord 
Esuer, M.R., said that in order to construe section 19 it was necessary to 
consider the provisions and object of the Act. The main intention of the 
Legislature seemed to be to protect married women of limited means, 
who would have to exercise their industry and talents to earn their own 
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living, and whose means might be taken by their husbands for their own 
purposes. The Legislature contemplated that a married woman might 
carry on a trade. Property settled on a woman by a marriage settlement 
was settled upon her for the pu of protecting her from starvation if 
her husband did not support her. One would, therefore, that, 
when the Legislature wis' to protect married women it w take care 
not to take away the protection which pn Ba ne J had. The Legisla- 
ture might well refuse to protect a woman, who carried on a 
trade, as regarded property not settled. Married women who carried on a 
trade separately were to be subjected to a limited yee ene Was it 
not probable that, out of that wreck, something would be saved to prevent 
the woman from starving? One would that pro comp! in 
carsinge’and her covings and ker other eopenste poopentp’ eculd be 
er 8a er other pro wo 
subject to the bankruptcy. Then section 19 cunteined, the words 
‘interfere with or affect’’ any settlement. It was said that to take 
away every advan us effect of the settlement was not to ‘‘interfere 
with” it. In his lordship’s opinion a settlement was interfered with 
if its ordinary and nat result or effect was done away with or 
diminished. The construction contended for by the trustee would do 
away with or diminish the natural and ordinary effect of the settlement. 
The Act, by section 1, sub-section 5, would throw this property into 
bankruptcy. Section 19 said that nothiag in the Act should interfere 
with or affect any settlement. It seemed to him that those words took a 
marriage settlement out of the Act. In his opinion, therefore, this prop- 
erty did not pass to the trustee, and the appeal ought to be allowed. 
Linptey, L.J., said that the Act not only made that to be separate 
property which was not so before in the absence of some agreement or 
trust to that effect, but it also annexed to separate property consequences 
which were not before incident to it, or not incident to it to the same 
extent as under the Act; for example, section 1, sub-sections 3 and 4. 
In extending the rights of married women care had been taken to protect 
their creditors, in some cases to extend their rights against the 
separate property of married women with whom they had dealt. Section 
19 did not say that nothing in the Act should interfere with or affect the 
incidents annexed by the Act to separate estate, or the consequences 
which followed its creation. The words “interfere with or affect any 
settlement”? meant invalidate or render ino ve any settlement. 
Settlements creating separate estate were to have the same effect as if 
the Act had not passed, and, so read, the section was an important proviso 
on section 2 and section 5. In this case the trustee was claiming under 
the settlement, not against it; he was not interfering with or affecting it. 
He claimed the life estate created by it, because the married woman en- 
titled to that life estate had done an act which amounted, in point of law, 
to an alienation of it. It was true that but for the Act she coald not have 
been made bankrupt, and could not have alienated her life estate in the 
particular mode in which she had done so. But no alienation of her life 
estate, voluntary or involuntary, was an interference with the 
nor did such alienation affect it. The second clause of section 19 shew 
that interfering with a settlement meant something different from affect- 
ing an estate created by 1t. By far the largest part of separate property 
was created by settlement, the construction contended for would take 
all separate pro so created out of the operation of the Act. The 
consequence would be that the Act would have left the old law to apply 
to settled separate property, while the new law would apply to unsettled 
separate property. Such a construction of the Act would lead to the 
utmost confusion, and would be destructive of the main objects of the 
Act, which was to extend to all married women —— separate 
estate and to their creditors the rights enumera' in the 
various sections. His lordship could find no warrant for drawing any 
distinction between separate property acquired by settlement and separate 
property otherwise acquired, as regarded the consequences attaching to it 
when acquired. Lorzs, L J., agreed with Linpiey, L.J. There being no 
restraint upon anticipation, the married woman had an absolute power of 
, disposing of her separate life estate, and it would be subject to bank- 
* ruptcy under section 1, sub-section 5. Then came section 19. In his 
opinion, it would require strong and and unequivocal language to justify 
the meaning contended for by the bankru’ That section referred to an 
interference with the provisions of a settlement, not to an interference 
with settled property over which the married woman had absolute con- 
trol. The trustee was not in on of the provisions of the 
settlement, he was really claiming under it, and in affirmance of its pro- 
visions—claiming in the same way as any other alienece to whom the life 
interest was conveyed, the only difference being that the alienation was 
the act of the law and not the voluntary act of the party. In his lord- 
ship’s opinion the life interest of the bankrupt was her separate p 
within section 1, sub-section 5, and section 19 did not prevent the appli- 
cation of that sub-section. [It should be observed that in this case there 
can be no appeal to the House of Lords, the decision of the Oourt of 
Appeal being made final by the Bankruptcy Act of 1884.]—Oounss1, 
T. Ribton; Yate Lee. Soxicrrons, Woodbridge § Sons; J. A. § H. £. 
Farnfield. 











CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
REG. v. HIS HONOUR JUDGE JORDAN—C. A. No. 1, 22nd June. 


In this well-known case Mr. William Turner, solicitor, obtained a rule 
nisi agamst Judge Jordan to set aside an order of commitment of Mr. 
Ja raschusgad the rule (06 W. 989), Mx. Tummer eppodded, 
JJ. e . RK. " x le 

Tos Court Mismissed the . Lanvisy, L.J., said that it was 





settled law that if there was before the county court judge anything from 
which he could reasonably infer that a wilful insult alk Down offtred to 
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him, the court could not go behind his decision. The ccurt had only 
power to act if the conduct of the county court judge had been illegal. 
They could express no opinion on questions of taste, or temper, or of 
discretion or indiscretion. Therefore, was the county court judge justified 
in treating this as a contempt? By section 113 of the County Courts Act 
(9 & 10 Vict. c. 95), if any person should wilfully insult the judge, it 
should be lawful for any officer of the court to take him into custody and 
to detain him until the rising of the court, and the judge should be entitled 
by warrant under his hand and the seal of the court to commit such person to 
_— for not more than seven days or to impose a fine not exceeding £5. 

ow, in his opinion, it was impossible to say that there were no materials 
from which the judge might infer that he bad been wilfully insulted. He 
would not attempt either to justify or to blame the conduct of the county 
court judge. The words used by Mr. Turner were not in dispute, and 
when, later in the day, he had been asked to apologize for them he had 
declined to do so. It was absolutely impossible for judges who had not 
been present to realize the whole of what took place; but it was equally 
impossible to say that the judge might not infer a wilfulinsult. But it 
had been said that the warrant was bad because it was for an absolute 
committal and not for a committal until a fine was paid in accordance 
with the first order of the judge. But by the Act the only power the 
county court judge had to fine or commit was by warrant under his hand 
end the seal of the court. That was equally applicable to fine and com- 
mittal. Therefore, when the judge first said that he fined Mr Turner, 
it was absolutely inoperative until the warrant was issued. The judge 
— at any time, therefore, alter his decision and commit him instead of 
fining him. The warrant was for the absolute committal of Mr. Turner, 
and, in his opinion, would not be suitable if a fine had been imposed ; but 
no fine was imposed, in his opinion, since it could only be imposed by war- 
rant. The warrant was, therefore, good, and the appeal must be dismissed. 
Lorzs, L.J., said that the case was of some importance, and the incident 
which had produced it was regrettable, and might have been avoided by 
the exercise of a little tact and temper on both sides. The powers given 
to county court judges of punishing for contempt were very important and 
should not te used arbitrarily or capriciously, but with temper and 
moderation. The first question was whether there was any reasonable 
ground for holding thet the expression addressed to the judge was con- 
temptuous. In his opinion it was capable in law of such a construction. 
The inference had been drawn by the judge that it was contemptucus, 
and the court could not, therefore, review the conclusion at which he had 
arrived. As to the warrant, it was clear that, until it was issued, Mr. 
Turner could not have been arrested, nor the fine recovered from him. 
Therefore, all that passed before the warrant was issued was absolutely 
inoperative, and the warrant was good and could not be quashed.— 
Counszi, Willis, Q.C., and Vaughan Williams ; Henn Collins, QC., and 
C. A. Russell.— Times. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 
Concress oF Law Socretres anp Law Stupents. 


The sittings of the congress were resumed in Lincoln’s-inn Old Hall 
on Friday, the 22nd inst., when Mr. A. 8S, Trotman (Bristol Law Students’ 
Society) presided. 

Tue Lrprary. 

Mr. J. R. Yares (secretary United Law Students’ Society) gave an 
account of what had been done with regard to the new library of the 
society. The subject was one which had presented considerable diffi- 
culty, inasmuch as the society was not in possession of a building. 
His remarks with regard to it must be considered more in the light 
of a personal suggestion than as an authoritative statement on behalf 
of the society. It would be admitted by everyone that 1f was most 
desirable that every law student should have easy access, not only to 
current text-books, but also to the legal newspapers, and at the present 
time the means of access to such works were few, whilst the expense was 
very considerable. A student must either belong to one of the circulating 
libraries in London and other large towns, or else he must belong to the 
Law Notes Library and Stevens’s Library, when he would have to pay an 
annual subscription of £2 7s. or £3 3s., and even then he only had access 
to one branch of the three necessary branches—namely, current text- 
bcoks—and had no opportunity of reading the law newspapers, which 
every student who wished to keep himself well up in current cases ought 
to have, nor had he an opportunity of consulting the law reports; and, 
unless he was in an office which had a very large library, he had no oppor- 
tunity—except he also belonged to the Law Institution, when he would 
have to pay another £2 2s, a year—of consulting these works. It was very 
desirable that a student should be able to watch the new cases and other 
matters, which could only be got at by means of the legal periodicals. 
Even if he had a ticket for the library of the Law Institution, the odds 
were very much in favour of his finding the book which he wished to read 
in use and perhaps bespoken. The question of expense, of course, met 
them in connection with the new library, but one of the delegates to the 
congress had generously placed at their disposal a room in which the 
library could be placed, and the room was very central and not far from 
the building in which they were met. The delegate had also given them 
the free use of his full and valuable collection of law reports ; and another 
member of the congress had offered them the use of the series of legal 
newspapers for which he subscribed. It remained to add the text-books, 
and this would be a question for the society to consider. He hoped in 
time, if the scheme were well supported, to get two sets, so that one 





might be used as a circulating library. He would point out that the 
library would be of great use to the members of the tocieties in associa. 
tion. Most of them came up to town for a few months during their 
articles, and for a subscription of five shillings or so they would have the 
free use of it. Sixty London members and twenty country members— 
which was a very low estimate—would bring in £20 a year, and the 
library could very well be kept up for thissum. To have the privilege of 


. reading there, a man must, of course, either be a member of the United 


Law Society or of a society in union. 

Mr. F. R. Leacrorr (Birmingham Law Students’ Society) said the 
eountry societies had already to pay subscriptions for one or two other 
purposes, and they were now to be asked to pay a further subscription, 
There was a strong opinion on the part of many members that they got no 
material benefit from union with the London society. 

Mr. H. W. Marcvs (United Law Society) said that in the first place the 
country members had the benefit of the society’s magazine, of which they 
had a portion to themselves, and through the magazine they knew what 
was to go on in the London society as well as in the country societies, 
Members of societies in union, when they came up to town, were able to 
join the London society without paying an entrance fee as well as the 
Legal Correspondence Department. It was also under consideration to 
appoint a standing legal adviser to assist the country societies in the 
matter of examinations and so on. This would prevent the necessity of 
employing ‘‘ coaches ’’ in preparing for the examinations and so save con- 
siderable expense. Besides, it must be remembered that each country 
society paid a fee of one guinea, which included the whole of 1ts members, 
and, divided amongst them, would come to a very small sum from each. 

Mr. Crarxe (Leeds Law Students’ Society) defended the society. The 
advantages derived from it were very considerable. He suggested that 
other articled clerks than members might join the library on paying an 
increased fee. 

Mr. Lazarus, M.A., B.C.L. (United Law Society), thought that if this 
suggestion were adopted the library would be inconveniently crowded. 

Mr. H. Taytor (Wolverhampton Law Students’ Society) supported Mr. 
Clarke’s suggestion. 

Mr. P. SHort, M.A., B.C.L. (Birmingham Law Students’ Society), said 
that unless the library was a very good one it could not compete with 
existiog libraries. 

Mr. J. L. V. 8S. WrriraMs (Bristol Law Students’ Society) thought there 
was no danger of getting the library overcrowded. He supported Mr. 
Clarke’s suggestion. 


Fusion OF THE PROrEssION. 


Mr. A. K. Common (United Law Society) moved: —‘*That while 
this congress views with aversion the proposed fusion of the two 
branches of the profession, it is of opinion that increased facilities should 
be afforded to barristers and solicitors respectively desiring to pass from 
one branch to the other, and that solicitors should be made eligible for 
county court judgeships and other minor judicial posts.”” He said that 
there was a preliminary objection which might be made to the fusion of 
the two branches of the profession, and it was this—the vast majority of 
solicitors did not practise in London, so that they would be unable to 
appear as barristers except, perhaps, at the quarter sessions and the assizes. 
He believed that the bar would gain much more by fusion than solicitors 
would gain. The fact that solicitors had frequently to have recourse to 
counsel had created a false impression in the public mind that the barrister 
was more capable of undertaking legal work than the solicitor was. This 
was only partially true. Each could do that work best to which he had 
been accustomed. But the prevalence of this idea would, in his opinion, 
lead many people to go direct to counsel with all their legal business, 
although most of it could be done more satisfactorily by men who, before 
the change, had been solicitors. He feared that the little advocacy which 
most solicitors would get would not compensate them for the loss of 
business in other directions. But the principal objection to fusion was 
that the functions of the two branches of the profession were totally dis- 
tinct, and required a different training, and very dissimilar mental quali- 
ties. A man could become a successful case er or an advocate 
only by long study and experience, and as the result of all his energies 
having been directed to that particular work. Were the practice of a 
solicitor and that of a barrister to be carried on indiscriminately, there 
might appear to be a saving of cost at the outset, but this saving would be 
attended by ultimate loss to the clients through the frequent bungling 
and incapacity of their legal advisers. Mr. Common proceeded to say 
that, although he was opposed to fusion, yet he was strongly of opinion 
that increased facilities should be afforded to solicitors desiring to pass to 
the other branch of the profession. Mr. Common concluded by moving 
the resolution standing in his name. 

Mr. Hart (Manchester Law Students’ Society), in seconding the motion, 
said that he did not think solicitors would derive much benefit from the 
proposed change. 

Mr. Leacrorr moved an amendment: ‘‘That in the opinion of this 
congress it is desirable to amalgamate the two branches of the profes- 
sion.’’ He thought there was no reason why either the barrister or the 
solicitor should lose clients in taking up the other branch. He urged that 
the change would be for the benefit of the public. 

Mr. J. G. Hunsrt (Birmingham Law Students’ Society) seconded, 
expressing his belief that fusion would come, and would prove to be to 
the interest of the bar, solicitors, and the public. 

Mr. R. P. Guascow (Hull Law Students’ Society), who supported the 
resolution, said he was a solicitor, and had entered for the bar. Not 
having been admitted five years, he was compelied to read for three years 
after his name had been removed from the roll. He had applied for 
exemption from the Bar Preliminary, but that had been refused, so he 
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had gone up and passed it. But he objected to having to present himself 
for so childish an examination, and to having to waste ws of the best 
years of his life. He believed that if solicitors were allowed to be made 
county court judges they would get a far better class of men than at 
ame The county court registrar was often a far better lawyer than 
the judge. 

Mr. Lazarus and Mr. G. A. Barton (Birmingham Law Students’ 
Society) having spoken, 

Mr. M. R. Aryancar (United Law Society) said that in the Colonies 
fusion existed, and it was found that clients went direct to the barrister, 
leaving solicitors little todo. He anticipated that the same result would 
follow here. 

Mr. E. F. S. Pearson (Leeds Law Students’ Society) and Mr. W1iu14Ms 
having spoken, 

The amendment was negatived, the voting being 8 in its favour and 
21 against, and the motion was carried by 18 votes to 9. 


Certiricate Duty. 

Mr. M. Moore (Sunderland Law Students’ Society) moved a resolution, 
of which Mr. Appleby (Sunderland Law Students’ Society) had given 
notice as follows :—‘‘ That solicitors should be relieved of the necessity of 
paying an annual fine for the renewal of their certificates to practise.” 

Mr. W. Oppre (Bradford Law Students’ Society) seconded. 

The Secretary, in answer to remarks made by the previous speakers, 
said that the resolutions passed would be forwarded to the proper quarters, 
and every endeavour be made to carry them into effect. 

Mr. R. Watson (Bradford Law Students’ Society) urged that a deputa- 
tion should attend the Incorporated Law Society with regard to the 
matter. 

The Sxcretary was of opinion that the better plan would be to embody 
it in a petition to the House of Commons. 

The motion was carried, with the addition of the following words :— 
“That the resolution be forwarded to the Lord Chancellor, and that a 
committee be appointed of the delegates and others interested to keep 
the matter before Parliament.’’ 


AFTERNOON SiTTING. 
Mr. A. W. Witey presided at the afternoon sitting. 


Bar ayp Soricrrors’ Examinations. 

Mr. J. E. Forry, B.A. (Oxford University), read a paper written by 
Mr. J. S. Green, M.A., B.C.L. (United Law Society), on the subject of 
‘The Bar and Solicitors’ Examination, and the Educational Facilities at 
Present open to Students.’? The paper urged that the examinations in 
question were far below the standard which ought to be adopted. He 
suggested the addition of Roman Law and Jurisprudence to the Solicitors’ 
Final Examination. 

Mr. OC. DunpzRpAve (Manchester Law Students’ Society) moved: ‘‘ That 
éach provincial law students’ society should appoint a professor or pro- 
fessors to give lectures to the members on the subjects necessary for the 
intermediate and final examination, and that the Incorporated Law 
Society be called upon to contribute funds for this purpose proportionate 
to the size of the country society.”” He examined with considerable 
detail the work of the Incorporated Law Society in connection with the 
education of solicitors. Up till 1877 the society deserved the thanks of 
the profession for what they had done in this respect, but since then their 
inactivity had been quite inexcusable. The Act of 1877 was intended to 
place the education of solicitors on a firmer footing. He called attention 
to section 8 of the Act, which provided that all moneys psid to the society 
in respect of the examinations should be applied in payment of the ex- 
penses incurred by the society in the examinations. The society had 
received since 1887 in respect of students’ fees £100,000, and their 
balance-sheets shewed an annual expenditure of somewhere about £4,000, 
£2,000 only of which was devoted to the pu of education. There 
was a balance of £60,000 which ought to have been applied to the better 
education of law students. Not one scholarship or exhibition had been 
established out of the funds. The society ought to make grants out of its 
fund to every law society in proportion to its size. 

Mr. Wriurams seconded, he Incorporated Law Society received 
£10,000 or £11,000 every year for educational purposes, and paid off their 
mortgage debt with the — part of it. It was their duty to provide 
lectures in the provincial towns for law students, and attendance at the 
lectures should be made compulsory. It was difficult to get articled clerks 
to attend lectures. He proposed to add to the resolution ‘‘ That attend- 
ance at the lectures be made compulsory.” 

Mr. J. G. Hurst (Birmingham Law Students’ Society) thought it would 
be impossible to make attendance upon lectures compulsory. 

Mr. Oppre supported the resolution. 

Mr. Barton was opposed to compulsory attendance. 

Mr. Moore thought that classes would be more popular than lectures, 

Mr. Watson supported the resolution. 

_ Mr. Maxcus protested strongly against the manner in which the Law 
Society applied the funds they received for educational purposes. 

Mr. Trotman urged that it should be shewn that the feelings of the 
ay Senne throughout the country had been aroused with regard to the 
subjec 

Mr. Dunperpate having replied, the resolution was carried nem. con. 

Mr. Ley (Manchester Law Students’ Society) moved :—(i.) ‘‘ That the 
Incorporated Law Society should institute scholarships for the benefit 
of articled clerks.” (ii.) ‘‘That the present system of 1 education 
with regard to articled clerks is defective, and is urgently in need of 
reform.” (iii.) ‘‘ That articled clerks should have the power of presenting 
themselves at the intermediate examination at any time after the expira- 
tion of the first year of service of articles.”’ 





Mr. T. B. Narrer, LL.D. (United Law Society), seconded the resolu- 
tions, expressing himself in favour of scholarships, which would prove a 
strong stimulus to articled clerks. He admitted that the Incorporated Law 
Society had done much to raise the status of the profession and to guard 
the interests of solicitors, and said that the argument that they received 
£8,000 a year from students and returned nothing for it would not hold 
water. Scholarships should be established, even if the students had to 
pay increased fees on presenting themselves for examination. 

Mr. Harr thought that articled clerks were usually to blame on 
account of their want of interest in their work during their articles. 

The resolutions were unanimously adopted. 


Tue Drinnegr. 

The annual dinner of the society was held at the Holborn Restaurant 
in the evening, when the Rt. Hon. Lord MacnacurTen presided, and 
nearly 100 gentlemen were present. Mr. Dunperpate proposed the toast 
of ‘The Legal Profession,’ Mr. Romer, Q.C., responding for the bar, 
and Mr. Cuas. Forp for solicitors. The health of ‘‘ The Country Law 
Societies ’’ was submitted by Dr. B. Narrer, and acknowledged by Mr. 
Snort and Mr. Trorman, The Onarrman, in proposing ‘‘ Success to the 
United Law Society,’’ spoke of the importance of the work performed by 
the society. Mr. Common having responded, the health of the chairman 
was given by Mr. Yares and duly acknowled, and the proceedings 
terminated. 

Saturpay’s PRroceEDInes. 

Mr. Suorr presided at Saturday’s meeting. 

Prospects OF THE PROFESSION IN THE COLONIES. 

Mr. Aryancar read a paper on this subject. From personal knowledge 
he spoke of the advantage both to barristers and solicitors of going to 
India, but said that it was necessary to know the native dialects in the 
district in which one practised. 

Mr. Trotman drew a somewhat gloomy picture of the opportunities of a 
solicitor in Canada. 

Mr. E. W. Pzanson, B.A. (United Law Society), having spoken. 

The Secretary said that there was little prospect of a solicitor suc- 
ceeding in Australia. 

Mr. W. S. Suerrincton, M.A. (United Law ry said that the 
prospects were equally bad for young barristers at the Cape. 


Tue Propossp Law Untvensiry. , 

Dr. Naprer read a paper on the proposed establishment of a law uni- 
versity, stating his opinion that it was undesirable to form a new body to 
compete with the old universities, and expressing doubts as to its 
success. 

Mr. Pearson moved:—‘‘That in the opinion of this congress it is 
desirable to turn the Inns of Court into a teaching university.” 

Mr. Aryancar seconded the resolution. 

After a discussion in which Mr, Suerrinoton, Mr. Barren (United 
Law Society), and others took part, the resolution was adopted by eight 
votes to six. 

Inns or CHANCERY. 

Mr. Marcus moved:—‘ That steps ought to be taken to prevent the 
sale of the rye: Inns of Chancery.” He urged that the society 
should form a fand for the purpose of rescuing the ancient rights and 
privileges of solicitors in connection with the Inns. 

Mr. Vivier (United Law Society) seconded. 

Mr. Srezre (United Law Society) having spoken, the motion was 
carried unanimously. 


UnqQvuaLiFigp PRACTITIONERS. 

Mr. Wruxrams read a paper on the subject of unqualified practitioners, 
and the law as it related to them, moving a resolution urging that prompt 
steps should be taken by the Incorporated Law Society to put down the 
encroachments of unqualified persons on the rights of the ——- and 
that any steps which may be necessary be taken to amend the law with 
this object. 

Mr. Common seconded, and Mr. Vivier having spoken, the motion was 
unanimously adopted. 

Mr. Trorman moved, and Mr. Moore seconded, and it was carried 
unanimously: ‘That the delegates from the country desire to express 
to the United Law Society their hearty thanks for the hospitality they 
had received.”” This terminated the proceedings. 





THE JUNE FINAL EXAMINATION. 

At the June Final, at which there were a great number of candidates, 
the papers were given out in what has now apparently become an estab- 
lished order, and presented no peculiar difficulty. 

The Conveyancing paper consisted of three questions on Landlord and 
Tenant, two on Vendor and Purchaser, one on each of the following 
statutes :—Locke King’s Act, Settled Land Act, and Partition Act ; five 
on general points in Real and Personal Pro , While the remaining 
two questions tested the candidate’s knowledge of the form of an assign- 
ment and will by requiring short heads to be given. We should be glad 
to see this latter feature of testing candidates in conveyancing practically a 
little more developed, although, on the whole, the paper was a well- 
oTne equity = 4 hole, h difficult. F 

e Equity , m as a whole, was perhaps more ‘our 
of the poner hn ont on Practice, two on Executors’ Duties, two on 
Trusts, two on Partnership and Company Law, and the rest on ordinary 
topics of Equity Juris such as Injunctions, Specific Perform- 
ance, Satisfaction, &c. Brett’s Leading Oases in Modern Equity would 
be found very useful as a text-book for some of the questions, especially 
for the second and third in the paper. 

The Common Law and Bankruptcy Paper must have given great satis- 
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faction to any fairly-read student. Of the eleven Common Law questions 
four were on Practice, and the remaining seven, on principles, were simple 
and fair. Perhaps the tenth would puzzle many of the examinees. The 
four questions on priate gS present no peculiar feature. 
Tn Criminal Law a much fairer paper was set this time than at former 
examinations, and the only objection we have to make is to the fifth 
mestion—‘‘ Quote statute and chapter of the Margarine Act.” Surely 
is is absurd. Who can keep all the chapters of the less important 
statutes in his head? Still, the candidates may consider their fate fortu- 
nate as = with that of their immediate predecessors. The Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty paper was of a simple and straightforward nature. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Jamzs Kenneru Srerusn, barrister, has been appointed Clerk of 
Assize, Clerk of the Crown, and Associate on the South Wales and 
Chester Circuit, in succession to the late Mr. Charles Sumner Maine. 
Mr. Stephen is the second son of Mr. Justice Stephen, and was born in 
1859. He was educated at Eton, and he is a fellow of King’s College, 
og a where he graduated in the recond class of the Law Tripos in 
1882. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1884, and he 
practises in the Chancery Division. 


Mr. Atrrep Henry Smit, solicitor, of Middlesborough and Redcar, has 
been appointed Olerk to Redcar Local Board. Mr. Sill was admitted a 
solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Gzorcz Travett Travett, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been 
a ted Olerk to the Carlton Local Board. Mr. Travell was admitted a 
solicitor in 1877. 


Mr. Francis Joseru Greatunap, solicitor, of Richmond & Reeth, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Marrick United District School Board. Mr. 
Greathead was admitted a solicitor in 1880, 


Mr. Josuva Grrrzns Knicut, barrister, has been appointed Registrar 
of Friendly Societies for the island of Barbadoes, Mr. Knight is the 
fourth son of Mr. Joshua Gittens Knight, and was born in 1842. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in January, 1885. 

Mr. James Joun, solicitor, of Carmarthen, has been appointed Solicitor 


to the Carmarthen Starr-Bowkett Building Society. Mr. John was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1883. 





GENERAL, 


In the House of Lords on Monday Lord St. Oswald presented a petition 
from the Sheffield District Incorporated Law Society against the third 
reading of the Land Transfer Bill. 

It is stated that Mr. Bedford, the coroner for the City and Liberty of 
Westminster, has signified to the Dean and Chapter of Westminster his 
intention of resigning the office of coroner early in July. Mr. Bedford 
has held the office for forty-three years. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date. APPEAL COURT APPEAL Covet Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘ No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., July 2 Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton Mr, Jackson Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ... 3 Pugh Ward Carrington Clowes 
Wednesday 4 Leach Pemberton Jackson Koe 
Thursday.. 5 Beal Ward Carrington Clowes 
Friday ...... 6 Godfrey Pemberton Jackson Koe 
Bat vr. F Rolt Ward Carrington Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Pugh 
Godfrey Lavie 
Rolt Pugh 
G y Lavie 
Rolt Pugh 
Godfrey Lavie 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 


Lonion Gazette.—FRmpay, June 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CHESTERTON COAL AND IRON Co., LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has fixed Monday, J uly 2 
at 11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Hewry K. TERRY aNnD Co., are pe PO J., has fixed June 20 at 11.30, at his 
cham’ for the appointment of an official liquidator 

NEw TING Co., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented March 2, 
heard on March 17, when Kay, J., made an order continuing the voluntary 
liquidation of the company. Vanderpump & Eve, Gray’s inn sq, solors for 
petner 

UNLIMITRD IN CHANCERY. 

SouTH Lonpon Fish Market Oo.—Ry an order made by Kay, J., dated June 11, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Lowless & Co., Martin’s lane, 
Cannon st, solors for ers 

PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 


LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
BIRKDALE VicrorIA BREWERY Oo., LimiTED.—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an 





order dated June 4, appointed Mr. James Pollitt, 25, London st, Southport, to 


aetna asain FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
OHANDOS ARMS BEWEFIT SOCIETY, National Schoolroom, Whitchurch, Aylesbury, 


a . ae © 14, Wharf st, Newcastle under Lyme, 


— i. AND BURIAL SOCIETY, 
Monruant Gump OF Sr. MaRIz’s FRIENDLY SOCIETY, 67, Bolton Park st, Ha'ifax, 


en London Gasette.—TUESDAY, June 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. : 
NTINENTAL IczE SHARE TRusT, Lim1TED.—Peto for winding up, pre- 
Sr 21, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, July 7. ‘Rooks 


& Co., King st, Cheapside, solors for petner 
ANUB: SrgamM NAVIGATION AND COLLIERY Co., LuwiTED.—Chitty, J., 
yy a dated ome M4, T eemaee Thomas Abercrombie Welton, 5, 
Moorgate st, to be official liquidator 
Brewery Co., LiMITep.—By an order made by North, J., dated June 
es poe ti that the company be wound up. Foster, Queen st place, 
solor for petners an 
NUE HOTEL, BRIGHTON, LiMITED.—Petn for winding up. presented 
June 21. directed to be ee ara J., ou July 7. Whitfield & 
a solors for ers 
Likes Vanda? Wieroan ING ‘TION, LIMITED.—By an order 
made by Chitty, J., dated June 16, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of the association be continued. Gorton, Bedford row, solor for petner 
ETHERSEAL COLLIERY Co, LIMILED.—By an order made by North, J., 
June 16, it was ordered that the volun winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Morten, jun, Newgate st, solor for petners 
CounTY PALATINE OF LaNCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. i hii 
LANCASHIRE HovusE OwNERS’ INVESTMENT Oo, LuuiTgp.—Creditors are " 
a before July 19, to send their names and addresses, and the sartioulens of 
their debts or claims, to William Crossman Spencer, 4, Oook st, Liverpool. 
esday, Aug 7, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 


i 
gran ani i,& Oo, Lpoen.—Pot to, ind, o> prem ae 
’ be heard before Bristowe, V.O., a' e iz . 
wal anes, on Wednesday, July 4, at 11, Tweedale & Co, Manchester, 
solors fer petn-r : 
OLSTENHULMES, RYE, & Co., LrmtTeED.—Petn for winding up, presented June 
be directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Assize Courts, — 
ways, Manchester, on Thursday, July 12, at 11. Booth, Oldham, solor for 


arenas Pons SOS LTE, sue 
FUNERAL SOCIETY, le Vue. eswell, nr 3 
on FRIENDLY Socigty, Jolly Farmer Inn, Pattenham, Surrey. June 23 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35 
Last Day oF Cum. 
London Gazette.—FRIDayY, June 15. 
ALDERSON, Jouw, Park Top, Marske, York, Farmer. Aug 1. Rogers, Rich- 


arernend, Yorks College rd, Clifton, Auctioneer. July 10. Osborne & Oo, 


pm... om JouN, Copford, Essex, Clerk. July 28. Elwes & Turner, Col- 


Po... East Malling, Kent, Gent. July 16. Ellis, Maidstone 


AnrcusvTt, Jonny, Buckingham Palace rd, Wine Merchant. July 31. Child & 
Norton, Sloane st J Norte 
Brassey. Right Hon ANNIE, Baroness, Normanhurst, Sussex. July 14. Norton 
A storia st 
Baownn  Hieizamera AUGUSTA, on oo ’s Heath, Virginia Water, Egham. July 
8 
Camm, Waaeenan Dame om Amherst rd, Hackney, Victualler. July 30. Loxley 
di i 

eS A Dalling rd, Hammersmith. July 31. Blandy 

Cncenprunh _» Trafalgar rd, Southport. July 11. Needham & Co, 

Don, ,--y Pembroke rd, Clifton, Bristol, Merchant. July 10. 
. Bristol 

em tg A Morriston, Glamorgan, Linen Draper. July 23. 
,8 

oe Md i Withiseton. Lancaster. Augi. Earle & Co, Manchester 

GALLON, JosEPH, Scarlet hall, Cambo, Northumberland, Farmer. Augi. Wil- 


Goprasy, WiLLUM. Seon ieee, Onegin “Keut, Gent. July 2. J. & J. ©. 
Gaara Wisse Weepauee Buckingham villas, Clifton, Bristol, Gent. 
am... 0. JE. & E. A. Harley, Bristol Augi. Montague, Bucklersbury 
HATHERTON, Right Honourable EpwakD RICHARD Baron, C.B., Teddesley, Staf- 
Hirwasp, Guonan, Cunbridgs villas,” New Southgate, Gent. July 14. Snow & 
Baro oege , Cambridge villas, New Southgate. July 14. Snow 
Hz, Gupacs, Dhurch rd, St George, Gloucester, Cooper. July 20. Sibly & 
wenden Seam Veae Temple, Metropolitan Police Magistrate. Aug1. Han- 
Saunt Eee eee iM” pristol. Auz9. Wood, Wriogton 

Jowett, THomas, Greengates rd, Apperley Bridge, York, Night Watchman. 
nese, Wan eee Albert a tien Town, Commercial Clerk. July 31. 
Leneen Meneaae bieumeen, Dover, Cingu3 Ports Pilot. Aug 1. Lewis, 

i 


Pekan “JOSEPH, Outram st, Darlington, Durham, Retired Grocer. July 16. 
PARR Wn Willis se Ashted, Birmingham, Chemist's Assistant. July 
a . Birmingh 
Preece 5 _. 4 ‘ Oakley. rd, Bromley, Kent, Corn Daler. July 9 
B ’ 

RN 4A rd May ts a Wincu, Hamsell st, Commission Agent. July 
31. Nicol & Co, Lime st 

SavaGe, Jonn W: Hotham, East Riding, Joiner. July17. Buckton & 
West, South Cave, Kast Yorks 
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Hetzn Mary, Palmerston rd, Southsea. July 12. Addison, Ports- 
groan Mant Exuzanzra, Barking Side, Essex. July si. Blewitt & Tyler, 
vast, Gaon hon Randall st, Sheffield. July 31. Taylor, Sheffield 
bet Wrtu1aM RIcHARD, Fenchurch st, Esq. July 31. Paine & Co, St Helen’s 
WINCHESTER, JaMES MORGAN, coy rd, Newsham Park, Liverpool, Tailor. 


y 31. Finnis & Wylie, Surre: 
Witt, AMY Woonanp, Brookside, Cambridge. July 16. Witt, Chancery lane 


Youna, GeorGE, Sandridge, St Alban’s, Farmer. July 21. Brabant, St. Alban’s 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND unshosing 
or renting a house have the Sani arrangem: Wed oe | 
expert from The Sanitary Engin & Ventilation C Co. ib ictoria-st. est: 
mirster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &o.—(AD 
STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. Fo ect 
aa 's-court-house, W. a London. Price 18 aoe f The author, Sr 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured lf by a method entirely his own.—[ADVT 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
L ndon Gasette.—FRIDAY, June 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
BECHERVAISE, HENRY, Leytonstone, House Agent High Court Pet June 4 
Ord June 19 


Bavoe, ae, Paris in Wormwood Scrubbs Prison High Oourt Pet 
une 

Oosaame, ye , Wharfdale rd, King’s Cross, Baker High Court Pet May 30 

une} 
CorBETT, ARTHUR pamane. Wellingborough, Publican Northampton Pet 
June18 Ord June 1 

Davy, 5 mr AMES NEWTON, | Southwark Park rd, Baker High Oourt Pet May 24 
DavIiEs, Many, , Glamorgan Neath Pet June 18 Ord June 18 


Davia, nr Swansea, Commission Agent Swansea Pet June 18 Ord 

une 1 

DonaLD, THOMAS, Guisborough, Yorks, Shoemaker Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough Pet Juneis Ord June ts 

ELDRED, JOHN, Occold, Suffolk, Grocer Ipswich Pet June18 Ord June 18 


Eycx, Morris, Peterborough, Clerk Peterborough PetJune19 Ord June 19 
FrinpLay, WILLIAM, Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet June 1 Ord June 19 


Ganmgrs, oo ms, Balsall Heath, Worcester, Painter Birmingham Pet June 19 

June 

Harrer, ROBERT CHARLES, Meadow row, New Kent rd, Public house Manager 
gh Court Pet Juveis Ord June 18 

HoxtaxD, FO. —_ Fairfield, nr eccases, Tailor Manchester Pet June 9 

HUGHES, Davin, icemmntine, Weaver Carmarthen Pet Junei8 Ord June 18 


Boscmmeon, Powram, Nottingham, Firewood Dealer Nottingham Pet June 
20 une 
JENNER, GERTRUDE, Cardiff, Spinster Oardiff Pet June2 Ord June 15 


comm, ame 3 WERRY, Skipton, Yorks, Schoolmaster Bradford Pet June 19 
Laren, : gp ahd  Warzzasr, Manchester, Oab Proprietor Manchester Pet June 
rd June 20 
Lamp. om H BLACKBURN, Sheffield, Chemist Sheffield Pet June 18 Ord 
une 
Marcus, SOLOMON Writ11AM, Stoke Newington rd, Dalston, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
te omnes | reee, Liverpool, Veterinary Surgeon Liverpool Pet 
une June 1 
PANNELL, bey Wireen HENRY es, King’s rd, Chelsea, Grocers 
High Court PetJune19 Ord June 
Preston, EmIty, Great mee School Pecpetateus Great Yarmouth Pet 
June 19 Ord June 1 
~~; TTY, JAMES HENRY, ioanet, Tailor East Stonehouse Pet June 20 Ord 
une 
RicHARDS, RICHARD, Pontypridd, Ale Dealer Pontypridd Pet June 20 Ord 


une 20 
Rickarps, R Yomnece. Castlefield, nr Cardiff, Undergraduate Oxford Pet May 


29 Jun 
cumenr, $ sony Windmill, nr Eyam, Derbyshire, Farmer Derby Pet May 31 
un 
SINGLETON, JOHN, Kendal, Physician Kendal Pet Junei8 Ord June 18 
ae, pemaae, Bi Moss Side, nr Manchester, Cotton Agent Salford Pet June 
Suamesny, ROBERT, hte, Photographer Lincoln Pet June20 Ord June 20 


SLouGcH, ALFRED EDWARD, and FREDERICK WILLIAM SLouGH, Luton, Builders 
Luton Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
SMITH, AUSTIN JAMES, Fenton, Staffordshire, Grocer Stoke upon Trent Pet 
Juneis Ord June 
me a ROBERT, Sears upon Hull, out of business Kingston upon 
un 


ull Pet June 20 e 
Tuomas, Davin, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet June18 Ord June 18 


Thoma, Waretam, Hawkridge, nr Dulverton, Farmer Exeter Pet June 18 


June 

TOWNLEY, JOHN, Blackburn, Tobacconist Blackburn Pet June9 Ord June 19 

TummMoy, MATTHEW, 4 + Sesobene A gomneeiten, Cornwall, Farmer East Stone- 
house Pet Jun Ord June 

Wakp, JaMEs WISEMAN, Otley, Yorks, Grocer Leeds PetJunei9 Ord June 19 

WuiITakER, JOHN, Blackpool, Printer Preston Pet June13 Ord June 18 

Woop, BenJAMIN THOMAS, and JoHN Ay," hao Richmond rd, Hackney, 
Builders High Court Pet Jun 

RECEIVING ORDER * RESOINDED. 

PARNELL, GEORGE Tucets, | Sutton st, York rd, Lambeth, Engineer High Court 

Ord Nov18 Resc J 


© SIRST MEETINGS. 
a im Cymmer, Glam, Shoemaker June 30 at 12 Off Rec, Mertbyr 
Banton, EAORARD, Fenchurch st, Boot Dealer June 29 at11 33, Carey st, Lin- 
BELLAMY, RULAMY, Oscas, Nunhead lane, Peckham, Plumber June #9 at 12 33, Carey st, 


Linco 
Bunt, SOLOMON, Luton, Furniture Dealer July 2 atii 8, St Paul’s sq, Bed- 





Banwan, Ataxanoun, Liverpool, Tobacconist July 3 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
Davent Epwakb, Birmingham, Building Superintendent July 4ati1 25, Col- 


Birmingham 
Davins, Moses, Swansea, - Commission Agent July 2 at 12 Off Reo, 6, Rutland 
Epwanbs, Tuoas Manchester, Stock Dealer July 3 at 12.90 Off 


PRIESTLEY, 
chbrs, Bri st, Mancheeter 
ELDRED, a ee cae Genk bre, Bridge st, Ms June 29 at 12.15 Off Rec, Ipswich 


Bren, Monae, Peterborough, Clerk July 3 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Linc Jn's « 
nn fi 
Farnnarny. se OHN CLARK, Aberdare, Tobacconist June 29 at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr 


FARRIES, a Jaume 1 Finsbary pavement, Accountant June 29 at12 33, 
Lincoln’s 
FEARNS, o1s, Bradfo: ea. Licensed Victualler July 8ati2 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge et, Manch: 
GREENWOOD, JAMRs, and THonas | Rosmson, Leeds, Cloth Finishers July 3 at 3 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
HARRISON, . Epwim, Leeds, Confectioner June 29 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


HErwoon, ’ THOMAS, % Wolverhampton, Boot Manufacturer July4atii Off Rec, 


beg: aay | 
Heme, JOSEPH, St Ervan, Cornwall, Farmer June 29at 1.30 Red Lion Hotel, 
Fore st, St ot Bt Columb salor 
LLAND, JAMES, Fairfield, nr {peat Tailor July 3 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Ugden’s chmbrs, Badge Mancheste 
— a a y hy st, Feather Merchant July 4 at 12 Bank- 
colin 8 fields 
RAM, DANIEE, M Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer June 30 at 11 Off Rec, Merthyr 


JAUDEAU, MARIE JULIE, Brighton, Teacher of French June 29 at 3 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion an Dien, Brighton 
ERRY, Skipton, Yorks, Assistant Schoolmaster July 3 at it 
31, Manor row, Bradford 
JOHNSON, Epwakp, Gracecburch st June 29 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


JonEs, Davin, gre meee —— July 2at2 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

JONES, SAMUEL ALFRED. ay" West Ken wington, Com Commission Agent 
June 29 at 12 2 Bankiraptey Bites, ortugal +t, Lincoln’s ion fields 
a tee Lenn, H June 29 at 12 Off Rec, 1, High pave- 
Marrs, Guat aan Wolverhampton” Iron Fencing Manufacturer July 4 at 

olve’ 

Rams, Wircuat Tonypandy, G organshire, Grocer June 29 at 12 Off Rec, 
Ricu, THoMAS, and comm Wootrzr, pea a Sussex, Builders June 29 at 12 


Star Hotel, Lew 
aa, Bayem, Bedfordshire, Steam 


nee ae Garant 88 Bt Baul 
val a a t 8 
urchfiel pty - June 29 at 11 No 16 Room, 30 


WE, LPHUS, 
and 31, St Swithin’s a" 


ew Windsor, Berks, Corn Merchant July 2 at 3 109, 
Victoria st, Westmin tminster 
SLATER, JUCHARD, Moss b ae +7 Merchant, Cotton Agent July 2at12 Off Rec, 


Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, ester 
Leeds, Draper June 29at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


STEEL, a 

arene. @ and LAft g, Hs WEs, Charterhouse st, Lamp Importers June 29 at 
ian ye st, Linoola's ine 

Farmer July 2 at 3 Castle of 


a Witte, He Ah] » nr Dulverton, 
Exeter, Exeter 
TuMMON, MATTHEW, Leuncesten, Cornwall, Farmer July 3 at 3 White Hart 
Hotel, Launcesto: 
WAINWRIGHT, J. ery ‘Mintern st, Hoxton Lape Manufacturer June 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bl oe Portugal st, Li n’s inn fields 
LLIAM JAMES FREEMAN, ‘Nottingham, Printer June 29 at il 


arg AN 
Vi 
The following amended no -— Sq Boab tor that published in the 
—— 0! 


FRENCH, EDMUND OLIVER. Commission Agent June 15at12 Edward 
‘Thomas Peirson, Off Of Heo, 1 17, Hertford ord et, ‘Covent 
The tg amend is substituted for published in the 
rt Ganatte ol of June 12. 


KELDAY, ARTHUR, WILLIAM CORNISH and Percy G ane 
rae, > Auctioucers &c. June 19 ati? Be Bankruptcy bidgs, lige, Portugal 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aram, Dope Tomas, Margate, Coal Merchant Oanterbury jPet June 5 
Buna, ¥ pe Fa Newark upon Trent, Outfitter Nottingham Pet June il 


Comma, weeny aus yom Wellingborough, Publican Northampton Pet 

une une 1 

Danrcu, HENRY, Gloucester, Fruiterer Gloucester Pet Junei5 Ord June 19 

Davies, Mary, Ynismedw, Glamorganshire Neath Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

DIcKENsON, WILLIAM, Accrington, Builder Blackburn Pet May 29 Ord June 18 

DonaLD, Tuomas, Guisborough, Yorks, Shoemaker Stockton on Tees and 

Middlesbough Pet June m. — June 18 

Duxsre iN, eae, Brighton, Leatherseller Brighton Pet June 15 Ord 
une 

ELDRED, JOHN, Occold, Suffolk, Grocer Ipswich Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Eyck, Morris, Peterborough, Clerk Peterborough Pet June19 Ord June 19 

FIELDING, JOSEPH, Blackburn, Mason Blackburn Ord June 18 

vat, am. Quedgeley, Gloucestershire, Widow Gloucester Pet May 

une 
GranaM, WALTER, a Prisoner in Milbank High Court Pet May 17 Ord June 20 


GREEN, JOHN, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet May 28 Ord June 20 


Grocott, RICHARD Harris, sey ) Mowingt Mantle Manufac- 
turer a pr. bd + ye ~b sees 
Groom, FRANK, residen High Gout Pet April 25 Ord June 16 


0: 
HvuGHEs, tata ory sens Carmarthen Pet Junei18 Ord June 18 
Jouys, ALFRED W Ghipten, Yorks, Assistant Schoolmaster Bradford 
Bet June 19 Ord June t 


Kinc, Henry, Herne Bay, Hotel Keeper Canterbury Pet May? Ord June 18 
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K1TcH1NnG, THomas, Green lanes, Draper High Court Pet June15 Ord June 19 


LaTHAM, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Manchester, Cab Proprietor Manchester Pet June 
20 Ord June 2 
LESLIE, JOSEPH BLACKBURN, Sheffield, Chemist Sheffield Pet June 18 Ord 


une 18 
Levy, LEwIs, Brunswick sq. Retired High Court Pet May 18 Ord June 20 


LooG, HERMANN, London wall, Sewing Machine Maker High Court Pet May 
30 Ord June 20 

MARTIN, WILLIAM, and JoHN HENRY MARTIN, Market Harborough, Builders 
Leicester Pet May 29 Ord June 20 

May, HENrY, Reading, Perambulator Manufacturer Reading Pet June 12 
Ord June 19 

McCormick, MicnaEL, Swinton, Yorks, Horse Trainer Sheffield Pet June 7 
Ord June 18 

MILEs, THOMAS, Leicester, Solicitor Leicester Pet May 29 Ord June 20 

MITCHELL, RopeET STEWART, Liverpool, Veterinary Surgeon Liverpool Pet 
June 16 Ord June 19 

MorGAN, ROBERT JOHN, Basten, Watchmaker Exeter Pet May 21 Ord June 20 


aeumms, i JouN, Nottingham, Shoemaker Nottingham Pet June 13 

rd June 18 

Macmesaon. WiILu1AM, Lanchester, Durham, Auctioneer Durham Pet June 16 
rdJune 19 

SINGLETON, JOHN, Kendal, Physician Kendal Pet June18 OrdJune18 


onan, Dan 2D, Moas Side, nr Manchester, Cotton Agent Salford Pet June 
rd June 19 
SLOUGH, ALFRED EDWARD, and FREDERICK WILLIAM SLOUGH, Luton, Builders 
Luton Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Smiru, AusTIN JAMEs, Fenton, Staffordshire, Grocer Stoke upon Trent Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 
SouLE, GEORGE ROBERT, Kingston upon eat, out of business Kingston upon 
upon Hull Pet June 20 Ord June 
SPIER, ARTHUR, Walsall, Clothier Walsall Pet May9 Ord June 20 
Cones, Sane AS, Newcastle on Tyne, Butcher Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 
1 rd June 18 
THOMAS, DAVID, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff PetJune18 Ord June 1s 
TIDBALL, WILLIAM, Hawkridge, nr Dulverton, Farmer Exeter Pet June 18 
rd June 18 
TILBURY, GEORGE, Ramsgate, Baker Canterbury Pet May 31 Ord June 20 


WAGSTAFFE, WRIGHT, Bingley, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet May 19 Ord 


June it 
Wane, JAMES WISEMAN, Otley, Yorks, Grocer Leeds Pet June 19 Ord 
une 19 
WHITE, WILLIAM, Felling, Durham, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 12 
Ord June 19 


WHITEHEAD, RicuaRrD, Netherseal, Leicestershire, Farmer Burton on Trent 
Pet May 26 Ord June 18 
WHITAKER, JOHN, Blackpool, Printer Preston Pet June13 Ord June 18 


Woop, BENJAMIN THOMAS, and JoHN WILLIAM Dixon, Richmond rd, Hackney, 
Builders High Court Pet June19 Ord June 20 


London Gazette.—_TUESDAY, June 26, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ADSETT, THoMAS, High st, Guildford, Gunmaker Guildford and Godalming 
Pet Junei3 Ord June 13 
BLACKHURST, FREDERICK, Fleetwood, Lancs, Milliner Preston Pet May 19 
Ord June 22 
COLEMAN, JOHN, Aylestone, Leices, Baker Leicester Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
CorkY, JOHN K&NNEDY, Bradford, Leather Merchant Bradford Pet June 22 
Ord June 22 
Daw, WILLIAM, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


See. "seemed WILLIAM, Bristol, Optician Bristul Pet June 23 Ord 

June 3 

FAWCETT, WILLIAM, New Cavendish st, Portland pl, Salesman HighCourt Pet 
Jure23 Ord June 23 

— ALONZO, Earlsheaton, Yorks, Book Keeper Dewsbury Pet June 21 

rd June 21 

GOODWIN, JOHN Morris, Glengall rd, Kilburn, Builder High Court Pet June 
23 Ord June 23 

GUDGIN, Frank RicHakD, Shelton, Bedfordshire, Dealer Bedford Pet June 23 
Ord June 23 

Hamby, ELIZABETH Marky, Ipswich, Confectioner Ipswich Pet June 22 Ord 


June 22 

Senge, Is seem, Halifax, Electrical Engineer Halifax Pet June 23 Ord 
une 

HARPER, om. King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Confectioner King’s Lynn Pet June 21 


Ord June 21 

ov, * hove Bowlk, Fareham, Farmer Portsmouth Pet Dec 12 Ord 
un 

LiNoAnD, Ci ARLES, Great Grimsby, Grover Great Grimsby Pet June 22 Ord 
une 2 


LIVERSEDGE, Frank, York, Dealer in Drugs York Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
MANN, JOHN Percy, Oldham, Innkeeper Oldham Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


won G., eee 1d, Clapham rd, no occupation Wandsworth Pet May 30 
June 4 
PHILLIPS, DANIEL, Ldangeten, ¢ Carmarthen, Flannel Manufacturer Carmarthen 
Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
SCATTERGOOD, RoBERT, Truro, Engineer Truro Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


SMALDON, HARRY JAMES, and eae RoOssITER SMALDON, Exeter, Builders 
Exeter Pet June23 Ord June 23 
Caney, 2. Sneaes, St Margaret’s, Twickenham, Gent Brentford Pet May 11 
ri 
SmiTH, JonHN, Leeds, Corn Miller Leeds Pet June2t Ord June 21 


STEEDS, JOHN PLAYSTER, Strand, Publisher High-Court Pet June 22 Ord 


June 22 
—— i Cross rd, Lower Clapton, Clerk High Court Pet June 21 
rd June 
STOVELL, THomas, Cobham, Licensed Victualler Croydon Pet June 2 Ord 


June 20 
STREDWICK, GEORGE, Heathfield, Sussex, Farmer Lewes and Eastbourne Pet 
June 23 Ord June 23 
SWANE, JOHN MuRRAyY, Brighton, Corn Merchant Brighton Pet June 21 Ord 


une 21 
TaTE, GkORGE, Norwich, Sugar Baker Norwich Pet Junei4 Ord June 21 


TEMPERTON, EDWARD, and WILLIAM ae, Kingston upon Hull, Builders 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 22 Ord J 

a ae Came Lancashire, Cotton ; ae Burnley Pet 

WARD, ALFRED, York,’ Tailor York Pet June 23 Ord June 23 


Wam, en R MARGARET, Evesham, Worcestershire, Milliner Worcester 
et June 0 a. June 20 
Youne, Fganois EpwAkb, Finsbury cirous, Promoter of Public Companies High 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
HeEnwoop, GEORGE THOMPSON, Rochester, Clerk Rochester Ord June 4 Rese 


June 18 
: FIRST MEETINGS. 

BENTLEY, Joun, Bilsdale, Yorks, Farmer July 5 at 12 Golden Lion Hotel, 

Stokesley 

BLACKHURST, FREDERICK, Fleetwood, Lancashire, Milliner July 4 at 3.30 Off 

Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

CHAPMAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Queen’s ter, Lower Woolwich rd, Plumber July 4 

at3 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Daneeeuy, JOSEPH, Kendal, Veterinary Surgeon July 7 at 11 387, Stramon- 

gate, Kendal 

DAVIES, Mary, Yoismedw, Glamorganshire July 4 at 12 Off Rec, 6, Rutland 

st, Swansea 

DIXxon, ’ JAMES, Kendal, Grocer July 7 at 11.30 37, Stramongate, Kendal 

DoNALD, THoMAS, Guisborough, Shoemaker July 6at11 off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 

Middlesborough 

DorME R, RIcHARD, Garston. nr Liverpool, Analytical Chemist July4at3 Off 

Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

DUNHILL, GEORGE THOMAS HAWLEY, Rotherham, Grocer July 5at3 Off Rec, 

Figtree lane, Sheftield 

Dunston, WILLIAM, Brighton, Leather Seller July 4 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldngs, Brighton 7 . 

FALLs, ye HAnp, Liverpool, Grocer July 6at2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 

st, Liverpool 

GavTBY, Witu1am Burxitt, Brigg, Lincolnshire, Cabinet Maker July 4 at 

.20 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great Grimsby 

Grama WALTER, & Prisoner in Millbank July 5 atil 383, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Groo, FRAN K, address unknown July 3at12 383, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Harries, RicHarRD EDWARD, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer July 4at 12 Off 
Rec. 22, Park row, Leeds 

HotmeEs, Jonn HENRY, ‘Colwyn, Carnarvonshire, Chemist July 5at2.30 Bank- 
ruptey Office, Crypt chbrs. Chester 

HUGHEs, a ID, Carmarthen, Weaver July 6at11 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car- 
marthen 

JEFFREY, ANDREW, Gloucester rd, South Kensington, Engineer July 4 at 12 
33, Vare y st, Lincoln’s inn 

La Crorx, FREDERICK BRADFIELD, General Post Office, Clerk July 3at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s ian fiel 

LATHAM, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Manchester, Cab Proprietor July 5at 11,30 Off Rec 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

LEWIs, WILLIAM BowWIE, Fareham, Farmer July 9at3 166, Queen st, Portsea 


LIVERSEDGE, FRANK, York, Dealerin Drugs July 6 at12 Off Rec, York 


MANN. JOHN Percy, Oldham, Innkeeper July 5 at 3 Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, 

Union st, Oldham 

May, Henry, Reading, Perambulator Manufacturer July 12 at 11 Queen’s 

Hotel Reading 

PRITCHARD, WILLIAM, Dolwrn. * cae agenoel Car Proprietor July 4 at 4 

Imperial Hotel, Gol 

Roprsow, JAMES, Green eld, Forks, Finisher July 4 at 3 Off Rec, Priory 

chmbrs, Union st, Old 

aos, C LL, + omggummaaa Geighten, Gent July 3 at 3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 
rig hton 

SHIRLEY. 5 OHN, Windmill, nr Eyam, Derbyshire, Farmer July 4 at2 Off Rec, 

St Jemes’s chmbrs, Derby 

Srmpson, HENRY, Kingston upon Hull, Fat Refiner July 3 at 12 Off Rec, Trinity 

House lane. Hull 

STANLEY, JOHN, Winchcombe, Gloucestershire, Farmer July 5at11.15 County 

Court, Cheltenham 

STEWART, RAYNHAN, Gt Tower st, Tea Dealer July 3 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 

inn 
Tuomas, CHARLES HEALD, Gloucester, Bookseller July 3at3 Bell Hotel, Glou- 


cester 
TOWNLEY, JouN, Blackburn, Tobacconist July 3at2 County Court, Blackburn 


WALKER, REBECCA, Maidenhead ct, pienante st, Shirt Manufacturer July 4 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
Warag. heim pa Liverpool, Boot Dealer July 5 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
iverpoo 
WARD, ALFRED, York, Tailor July 6at1 Off Rec, York 
Warp, Amos, Leeds, Grocer July 4ati1 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


WakrD. ELEANOR MArGareT, Evesham, Worcester, Milliner July 4 at 11 Off 
Ree, Worcester 

WARREN, THOMAS, Princes Risborough, Bucks, Surgeon July 6 at 12.30 Railway 
Tavern, Princes Rishorough Station, Bucks 

WHIFFIN, WILLIAM, Hadlow, nr Tunbridge, Farmer July 3 at 12 Off Rec, 
4, —— bidgs, Brighton 

WILLIAMS, HENRY heetiend rd, South Norwood, Furniture Dealer July 4 at 
12 109, Victoria st, W estminster 

Wricut, WILLIAM, and WILLIAM J SmiTH, Charlotte st, Blackfriara rd, Builders 
July 5at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

UDICATIONS. 
BAYLIs, JOHN, Birmingham, Publican Birmingham Pet April 30 Ord June 21 
ene oF aoe , Leytonstone,,House Agent High Court Pet June4 
rd June 

BuLack, ROBERT, Whalton, Northumberland, fevered Water Manufacturer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Mayi2 Pet June 

CHAPMAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Queen’s terr, eee Woolwich rd, Plumber Green- 
wich Pet May18 Ord June 20 

COLEMAN, JOHN, Aylestone, Leicestershire, Baker Leicester Pet June 22 Ord 


June 23 
Couns, CHanzzs, Wharfdale rd, King’s Cross, Baker High Court Pet May #0 
e 21 
Corry, JOHN KENNEDY, Bradford, Yorks, Leather Merchant Bradford Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 
Davies, BENJAMIN, Pentre, Glam, Draper Pontypridd PetMay5 Ord June 13 
Davies, Moses, Swansea, Commission Agent Swansea Pet June 18 Ord June 20 
Daw, WILLIAM, Norwich, Grocer Norwich Pet June 22 Ord June 23 


DorMER, RicHaRD, Garston, nr Liverpool, Analytical Chemist Liverpool Pet 
May 14 Ord Jume 22 
EDWARDS, JAMES ALLON, Cadogan st, pene sq, Chelsea, no occupation 

Kingston, Surrey Pet June O16 Ord June 
FALts, WILLIAM HAND, Liverpool, drocer nl Pet June13 Ord June 21 
GILLAM, WILLIAM, Kilburn pk rd, Gent High Court Pet Aprié Ord June 22 


aamny, enna Mary, Ipswich, Confectioner Ipswich Pet June 22 Ord 

une 22 

aarwae. © SAMUEL, Chariton, Kent, Merchant Greenwich Pet Feb 27 Ord 
une 1 

Ho — ~~" Sascas, Fairfield, nr Manchester, Tailor Manchester Pet June9 Ord 


HUTCHINSON, powLamD, Nottingham, Firewood Dealer Nottingham Pet June 
20 Ord June 2 





Court Pet Marchi9 Ord June 2 


JAUDEAU, MARIE sure, Brighton, ‘Teacher of French Brighton Pet June il 
Ord June 21 
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LEVER. JOHN ORRELL, Worthing, Sussex, late M.P. Brighton Pet Mayié Ord 


June 21 


LavOARD, CHARLES, Gt Grimsby, Lincs, Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet June 22 Ord | 


une 22 | 
LOWATER, EDWIN, Nottingham, Hosier Nottingham Pet June 14 Ord June 14 | 


Maxncus, Solomon WILLIAM, Stoke Newington rd, Dalston, Auctioneer High | 
Court Pet June 20 Ord June 20 | 
Maw, < os apean, Kingston on Thames, Solicitor High Court Pet April 5 
ra June 
PavuLL, WILLIAM, Lianbadarnfawr, Cardiganshire, Farmer Aberystwitn Pet 
May 30 Ord June 22 
Putts, DANIEL, Liangeler, Carmarthenshire, Flannel Manufacturer Car- 
marthen Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
PRESTON, EMILY, = Yarmouth, School Proprietress Gt Yarmouth Pet June 
19 ra vune 2. 
RICHARDS, ee, Pontypridd, Ale Dealer Pontypridd Pet June 20 Ord 
une 
RUSSELL, REGINALD, Brighton, Gent Brighton Pet Feb11 Ord June 23 


RuraesroD.  rprnoeee residence unknown, Tailor High Court Pet May 26 
rd June 
ScATTERGOOD, ROBERT, Truro, Engineer Truro Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
SIDDALL, GEORGE, Rochdale, Draper Oldham PetJune15 Ord June 22 
Situ, JOHN, Leeds, Corn Miller Leeds Pet June2i Ord June 21 
Bromny, jpeamem, Cross rd, Lower Clapton, Clerk High Court Pet June 21 
re une 
Swany, J o— Muprray, Brighton, Corn Merchant Brighton Pet June2i Ord 
une 
TaTE, GEORGE, Norwich, Sugar Baker Norwich Pet June14 Ord June 21 
TEMPERTON, EDWARD, and WILLIAM TEMPERTON, Kingston upon Hull, Builders 
Kingston vpon Hull Pet June?2 Ord June 22 
THOMAS, ee HEALD, Gloucester, Bookseller Gloucester Pet June15 Ord 
une 
TuMMON, MATTHEW, St Stephen’s by Launceston, Cornwall, Farmer East Stone- 
house PetJunes Ord June 20 
Warp, ALFRED, York, Tailor York PetJune23 Ord June 23 
Wuitz, BErtHA LypiA, Huddersfield, Theatre Proprietor Huddersfield Pet 
June9 Ord June 23 
WIBBERLEY, WILLIAM JAMES FREEMAN, Nottingham, Printer Nottingham 
Pet June 14 Ord June 21 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


ELuioT, JAMES, Olney st, Camberwell, Printer h Court Or Adj 
May 24 Rescis and Annul June 20 — acne 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 2.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Paxtor. Hotel, Dulwich, at 7 p.m., 50 
Piots of Freehold Building Land (see advertisement, June 30, p. 4) | 

July 2.—Messrs. ELLIs & SON, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Houses (sec | 
advertisement, June 23, p. 4). | 


July 2.—Messrs. 8. WALKER _& RUNTZ, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground- 
rents (see advertisement, June 16, p. 552). 

July 3 —Messrs. DEBENHAM TEWSON, FarMe@R, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 p.m , Residential Estate, and Properties and Buildiog Leases to be 
Let (see advertisement, June 2. p. 8). 

July 3.—Messrs. Hopason, at their Sale Rooms, 115, Chancery lane, at 1 o’clock, 
Law Books (see advertisement, June 2 P- 4). 

July 3.—Messrs. PRICKETT, VENABLES, & Co., at the Mart, at 2 ge. Residential 
Estate and Freehold Residence and Land (see advertisement, June 2, p. 12). 

July 4.—Messra. BAKER & Sons, at the Greyhound Hotel, Streatham, at 7 p.m., 
60 Plots of Freehold Building Land (see advertisement, June 30, p. 4). 

July 4.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BovusFIELD, at the Mart, E.C., at2p.m., The 
Gatton Estate (see advertisement, June 23, p. 4). 

July 4.—Messrs. HumpBert. Son, & FLtnt, at the Mart, at 1.30 p.m., Building 
Land and Freehold Residence (see advertisement, Jane 2, p. 12). 

July 5.—Messrs. BEADEL & Cd., at the Mart, at 1 o’clock, Freehold Property and 
Estate (see advertisement, June . D. 11), 

July 5.—Mr. W. A. BLAKEMORE, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 p.m., Freehold Ground- 
rents (see advertisement, June 39, p. 4). ° 

a 5.—Messrs. DEBENHAM. TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart 

.., 8 = Freehold Properties (see advertisement, June 2. p. 9). 

July 5.—Messrs. Foster & CRANFIELD, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 p.m., Abso!ute 
Reversions and Policies of Assurance (see advertisement, June 30, p 4). 

July 6.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, E.O., at 2 p.m.. Profit Rentals, 
Absolute Reversion. Freehold Residential Building, and House and Shop 
Property (see advertisement, June 30, p. 4). 

July 6.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, ELLIs, CLARK, & Co., at Seaford, at 8 p.m,, Free- 
ae Ley! <1 and Leasehold Investment (see advertisement, June 2, p. 

, and June 23, p. 3). 

July 6.—Messrs. Joux Dawson & Son, at the Mart, E.O., ab 1 p.m., Tolls and 

ising from the Wey Navigation from Guildford to ey bridge (see 


Profits ar 
advertisement, June 30, p. 4). 

July 6.—Messrs. NorTON, Kars, & GILBERT, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freeholi 
Ground-rents and a Residence (see advertisement, June 2, p. 1op 





The Subscription to the Sotscrrons’ Jovrnan t#—Town, 268. 6d. ; 
Country, 288. 6d. ; with the Weexty Rerorrsr, 53s, Payment in ad- 
vance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volurv.cs bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
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FIRE!! BURGLARS!! EDE AND SON, ' London Gazette. 
JOHN TANN’S 20BE MAKERS, | ,.Adycrticemente con, be reset tt eee 


ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SA FES 


FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &. 
SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES, 


| 
| To Her Maj 
the Judicial 











BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, | 
the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
ch, Corporation of London, &e. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 


until 1.15 p.m. on 
Mondays and Thursdays. 
COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 
Mondays and ow. to 4.15 p.m. 5s. 


Thi 
Tuesdays and Fridays .. .. 4» 11.15 a.m. 108. 
” = see see os 1.15 p.m, 208. 


REYNELL & SON 














FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s.,and £8 5 and Clerks of the Peace. “London Gazette” and G 1 Advertisi 
$7. yy CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. |  Gontractors 
: ESTABLISHED 1689. 44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


Il NEWGATE ST. LONDON, E.C. 


(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 


94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. — xsraniisHep bY THE LATE GEO, REYNBLL IN 1812. 








LAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIiMt_L 
SUBSCRIBED CAPIT 


LED. 
AL, ONE MILLION. 


£100,000 PAID UP. 


The Society has opened Offices at No. 9, SERLE STREET, LINCOLN’S INN, and is prepared to receive and consider 


proposals. 


Amongst other objects enumerated in the Memorandum of Association, the Society will especially direct their attention to 


the following classes of business :— 
1. Fidelity guarantee. 


_ 2. Business arising out of Trusts, including their administra- 
tion and the indemnity of Trustees. 


3. The insurance of mortgage advances. 
4, Providing a fund for securing to Leaseholders and others 


the return of principal at the expiration of any fixed period. 


Provision has been made not to interfere with the administration of Trusts by Solicitors. 
Full particulars may be had on application to the undersigned. 


By order of the Board, 


THOS. R. RONALD, Secretary and Mauager. 


9, Serle Street, Lincoln’s Inn, 7th June, 1888. 
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THE YEAR'S DECISIONS: 


A DIGEST OF ALL THE 
CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPREME COURTS OF JUDICATURE. 


By EDMUND FULLER GRIFFIN, Esq., 


LONDON: 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


IRKBEOK BAN K.—= 
Southampton banding on Chenoeryatane. | 
THREE per CENT EST allowed on 
Dio ig able on F aie 
br NT. INTEREST on CURRENT 
Accot calculated on the minimum monthly 
balances, when not drawn below £100. | 
The Bank undertakes for its Customers, free of 
Charge, the Castody of Deeds, Writings, and other | 
Securities and Valuables; the collection of Bills of 
Exchange, Dividends, and ‘Coupons; and the purchase 
and sale of Stocks, Shares, an Annuities. Letters of 
edit and Circular Notes issued 
The BIRKBECK anes (ACK, with full particu- | 
lars, post-tee, on spats 
ANCIt HA VENSOROFT. Manager 





BSSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg | 

to announce that their Sales by Auction of | 

_—, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 

So. are are Vey on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
an 


The’ seetegiion of Solicitors, Executors, Trustees, 
and others is particularly called to this ready means 
ae the disposal of Property of deceased and other | 


In ms uence of the frequency of their sales 
Messrs. J. & D. are enabled to include large or small 
auantities at short notice (if required). 

Sales of Furniture held at private houses, 

Valuations for Probate or nsfer. Terms on ap- 
plication to the City Auction Rooms (established 
1793), 38 and 39 eseage a ee gg Cc. 

Messrs, Johnson & - ond beg to ay that | 
their Auction Sales Wearing Apparel, Piece | 

Household and Office Furniture, Garpets, | 
Bedding, &c., are held on each day of the week | 
‘Saturday excepted). 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice, 


The BOOKS ‘and FOR) FORMS k kept in stock for immediate 


use. 
MEMORANDA and a y ASSOCIATION | 
ly printed in the z form for pomreen | A | 
a stribution, SHARE C BI FICATES, DEBENTURES, 


CHEQUES engraved aa printed. OFFICIAL | 
EALS designed 


and executed, No Charge for Sketches 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Sta: foners, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (ourner 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE LONDON BE.C, 








Late Copying and Engrossing. 


Deeds and Writings engrossed and copied on the Premises 
with punctuality and dispatch, at the lowest scale of 
charges. A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts 


LAW PRINTING. 
STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENCE, AFFI 
DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s, per folio. 
DEEDS, OUNVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 
in form for pnp 
Discount allowed for cash on agreed accounts, 
LITHOGRAPHY. 

ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS, 
MINUTES OF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 


ac ces, 

PLANS OF ESTATES. SPECIFICATIONS, BUILD- 

ING SOCIETIES’ DEEDS, LEASES, &c., Lithographed 
with accuracy and dispatch. 


PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 


| CELESTINS o 
} onan Sanae.. ze r the Liver, & 





Samples and Catalogues sent poat-free, 





27, CHANCERY _ 


B.A., 


LANE, 


Barrister-at-Law. 


Ww.c. 








| REDNESS, “ROUGHNESS, “AND CHAPPING PREVENTED. 


FAIR WHITE 


HANDS AND HEALTHFUL SKIN AND COMPLEXION SECURED. 


A : 


i 


This world-renowned Toilet Soap has obtained 15 International Awards as a Complexion Soap. 
specially suitable for Ladies, Children, or delicate and sensitive skins generally. 


ITS REGULAR USE CANNOT FAIL TO BENEFIT THE WORST COMPLEXION. 
Recommended by Mrs. LANGTRY ¢ and Madame ADELINA PATTI. 


moe VICHY oe 


«. For the Kidneys, Gravel, Gout, 
heumatism, : eee &e. 


For Stomach Hemmnlaiate. 
. An excellent Table Water. 


EXCELLENT WITH WINES OR SPIRITS. 


ANNUAL -SALES ARE MORE 
MILLIONS. 


HOPI 
HAUTERIVE 


THAN SIX 


Of all Chemists and Wine Merchants. 


my VICHY fee 


TO H.R. THE PRINCE OF WALES, 
| RBanD AND OO. ’'S Al SAUOF. 





ie PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 


_itthod MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


[{SSENCE OF - BEEF, BEEF TEA. 











1 UBTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 


<PEOIALITIE&S| INVALILS, 

CAUTION :—ZEWARE OF IMITATIONS 
Sole address 

LITTLE STANHOPE 8TRERT, MAYFAIB. 


il, 
FURNISH, ... m HOUSES or APART- 
HROUGHOUT on 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM 
The original, best, and most liberal. 
Founded a.D. 1868, 
Furnish direct from “=~ Manufacturer, from £10 to 
10,000. 


Cash prices. No extra charge for time given. 
Catalogues, estimates, opinions, testimonials, 


for 





post-free. 
F, MOEDER, 248, 249, & 250, Tottenham-court rd.,W. 
ALSO ONLY 


tor 





- HODGKINSON & CO,’S 


HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS, 


THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS, 


Can be obtained through all Stationers. 








DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA. 


The best Remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 


And safest Aperios, for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies 
Children, and Infante. 


DINNEFORD’S MACNESIA. } 


SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND. 
( . LASGOW and the HIGHLANDS (Royal 
Souse vii Crinan and Caledonian Uanals). 
Royal Mail Steamer COLUMBA or IONA from 
Glasgow Daily at 7 a.m., from Greenock at 9 a. ams 
conveying, in connection with his West Highl 
Steamers. passengers for Oban, Fort-William, Inver 
ness, Lockers, Skye, Gairloch, —_ Iona, Glencoe, 
Stornoway, &c. Official wine. 94 ;, Illustra 
1s., by post, or at W. H.S 1 & Sons way 
ookstalls. ‘Lime Bill with Map and Fares free from 
the owner, Davip MacBaayYNe, 119, Hope-street, * 
lasgow. 











| Special Departments for Stat Stationery and Bookbin ing. 


ute a. ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD: 


Printers, Lithographers, Stationers, &c., 

LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. LANE, 
ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
BAKER-STREET STATION.—Latest addi- 
tion, gan ed oup representing the Pope Leo XIIL 
iving an manne at the Vatican, surrounded by 
Gardin asiquces, Nobles, Guards, &c.; the 
Boudowr Group of of Fashion, containing the newestand 
most cos es, with other Court Dresses; the 
complete my Beye = of British Monarchs from Wiliam = 

Cone to Queen Victoria ; piged yh 


spotted: over 400 Portrait Mo f cele- 
Brated and distinguished characters. A: 


ion, 1% 
Obildren. under twelve 6d. Extra room 6d “Open 
from 8 a.m. till 10 p.m. 











